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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
The development of peer relationships is a multi-faceted and crucial task of adolescence.
The tasks and related outcomes embedded in peer relationships may be especially salient for girls
(Rose & Rudolph, 2006). Substantial transitions in early adolescents’ peer relationships include
shifts from same-sex to mixed-sex peer groups and the development of intimacy in close
relationships (Connolly et al., 2000; Sullivan, 1953). Processes associated with fostering and
maintaining healthy peer relationships during this time have important implications for girls’
interpersonal development across the lifespan. Similarly, disruptions in expected development of
girls’ close peer relationships may have implications for their continued interpersonal development
across the lifespan. The development of girls’ close relationships, particularly with same-sex peers,
from early to middle adolescence warrants further empirical attention.
The current literature on adolescents’ close friendships have focused primarily on samesex best friendships. Less empirical attention has been directed to examining the network of close
friends that girls develop. Developing and maintaining a number of close same-sex friends,
including a group of closest same-sex friends is important. Whereas best friendships have been
associated with adolescents’ feelings of love, connection, and support (Buhrmester, 1990; Reis &
Shaver, 1988), the presence of other close friends in girls’ network has been associated with other
indices of interpersonal health such as belonging and acceptance (McElhaney et al., 2008;
Jacobson & Newman, 2016). Little is known about the development of these other close
relationships during adolescence. The current study will examine the development of the quality
of girls’ best same-sex friendship in addition to the number of girls’ closest same-sex friends from
early to middle adolescence.
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Examination of processes that might disrupt the development of close same-sex friendships
are of primary interest in the current study. Of particular interest for this study are girls’ exposure
to family violence (EFV), such as child maltreatment or domestic violence, and their early sexual
engagement (ESE). Each is associated with interpersonal difficulties (e.g., dating violence, sexual
risk behavior; Trickett et al., 2011; Norman et al., 2012; Ihongbe et al., 2017) and adjustment
problems including internalizing and externalizing problems (Mills et al., 2013; Starr et al., 2012).
However, little is known about how these factors may disrupt normative peer development. The
current study seeks to fill this gap by examining whether EFV and ESE are associated with
concurrent and subsequent developments in same-sex friendship intimacy in a sample of
metropolitan-area, mostly Black and African American youth.
Such knowledge has the potential to provide further insight into mechanisms that underlie
trajectories of interpersonal development for girls with varied experiences. Results from this study
may also provide insights regarding the timing and target of interventions to reduce risk and bolster
interpersonal health for a diverse sample of early adolescent girls.
Transformations in Close Peer Relationships During Early to Middle Adolescence
The aca from childhood to adolescence marks a significant transformation in youth’s peer
relationships. Beginning in early adolescence, youth begin to spend increasingly more time, both
supervised and unsupervised, with peers (Lam et al., 2014). Additionally, adolescents’ peer
networks become increasingly complex, and adolescents begin to engage in peer groups of
different sizes and functions (Dunphy, 1963). These peer groups are distinct from dyadic
friendships, though both exist within the peer network.
Peer groups are typically formed based on shared activities, interests, or qualities (Chen,
2012). Peer groups include large peer reference groups, often referred to as crowds, as well as

3
smaller and more immediate groups of peers, often referred to as cliques (Dunphy, 1963). These
peer groups socialize adolescents to the normativity of certain behaviors, provide context for
adolescent identity development, and expose adolescents to the cultural knowledge and values
deemed important by the groups (Dunphy, 1963; Harris, 1995; Chen, 2012). Where dyadic
friendships may exist within adolescents’ peer groups, particularly that of cliques, adolescents may
not have a specific friendship with every member of their larger or immediate peer groups, and
some adolescents are not members of peer groups at all (Dunphy, 1963).
Adolescents develop different types of friendships, or relationships that are generally
characterized by reciprocity and mutual liking or gratification (Hartup & Stephens, 1997). Some
friendships are casual and are centered around shared interests and activities (Hartup & Stephens,
1997). Other friendships are close and feature intimacy. The current study examines the
development of girls’ intimate friendships during early to middle adolescence.
Adolescent Peer Intimacy Development
Learning to establish and maintain intimate friendships is a key task in adolescents’
interpersonal development – and one that has lasting repercussions on interpersonal and emotional
wellbeing (Sullivan, 1953). Whereas children’s friendships feature companionship (e.g., shared
activities, helping behaviors), adolescents’ friendships become increasingly centered on intimacy,
including features of self-disclosure, trust and loyalty, and shared values (Burhmester & Furman,
1987). Although some aspects of intimacy, such as intimate disclosure, are equally valued across
childhood and early adolescence, it is not until early adolescence that youth begin to display the
multiple forms of intimacy that more closely mirrors that of intimacy in adulthood (Burhmester &
Furman, 1987).
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The establishment and maintenance of adolescents’ intimate friendships must be
considered from a developmental framework. Sullivan’s theory of interpersonal development
(1953) and attachment theory, as first posited by Bowlby (1969) provide meaningful context for
understanding intimacy development in adolescents’ peer relationships. According to Sullivan
(1953), psychosocial development is cumulative such that experiences and relationships during
earlier periods of childhood affect subsequent relationships, experiences, and identity development
across the lifespan. Attachment theory posits something similar, suggesting that initial attachment
relationships form the basis for models of other interpersonal relationships (Bowlby, 1969).
Although they use different language, both suggest that a child uses the skills and schemas that
they have developed in prior relationships and experiences in subsequent relationships and
experiences. The new relationships and experiences to which adolescents transition are those
marked by progressively greater intimacy.
Sullivan (1953) posits that preadolescence marks the point in which youth begin to
establish an intimate peer relationship with a same-sex best friend. As youth develop greater
intimacy in their best friendships, they also begin to deepen their intimacy in other same-sex
friendships, even if to a lesser degree. Accordingly, expectations for intimacy in close friendships
increase from early to middle adolescence (McNelles & Connolly, 1999; Phillipsen, 1999), and
adolescents must utilize existing competencies and develop new ones in order to navigate the
challenges and rewards of intimate friendships. For example, issues such as loyalty and jealousy,
and concerns about rejection and public disrespect become salient features of early and middle
adolescent close friendships (Berndt & Perry, 1990; Shulman & Laursen, 2002). And although
conflicts between close friends tend be less frequent than those between casual friends, they may
be more emotionally salient and pull for different conflict resolution strategies (Laursen, 1995).
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Novel negotiation and conflict resolution skills may be needed for adolescents to effectively
navigate the potential disappointments, disagreements, or other forms of conflict that may arise in
intimate friendships (Laursen et al., 2001).
The Salience of Intimate Same-Sex Friendships for Girls
Intimacy development from early to middle adolescence occurs amidst increasing
engagement with other-sex peers and the emergence of romantic and sexual relationships
(Sullivan, 1953; Dunphy, 1963; Connolly et al., 2000). Although girls may develop friendships
with boys, same-sex peers still predominate girls’ close friend network (Poulin & Pedersen, 2007;
Connolly et al., 2000). Numerous other-sex peers and few same-sex peers in girls’ close peer
network is notable for being developmentally out-of-sync; networks characterized by this gender
composition have been associated with romantic and sexual risk for middle and late adolescent
girls (Boislard & Poulin, 2011; Kuttler & La Greca, 2004; Connolly et al., 2000). Boys’ increasing
presence in early adolescent girls’ closest friend circles, particularly to the exclusion of girls, has
been associated with psychosocial problems (Arndorfer & Stormshak, 2008; Kovacs et al., 1996;
Bukowski et al., 1999).
For girls, intimacy development with same-sex peers emerges as a primary task during
early adolescence. Development and maintenance of close same-sex friendships remain salient
through girls’ middle adolescence, if not later (e.g., Camirand & Poulin, 2019). Findings from a
meta-analysis of gender differences in friendship expectations revealed that compared to males,
females have greater expectations for intimacy in their ideal same-sex friends (Hall, 2011).
Furthermore, the same meta-analysis found that differences in effect size for male and female
expectations of their same-sex friends nearly doubled from pre-adolescence (age 10) to emerging
adulthood (age 20), suggesting the increasing importance of intimacy in close friendships as girls
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age. In a cross-sectional study of predominately white, middle to upper-middle class youth found
that girls rated intimacy as more important than boys did across middle childhood (2nd grade),
preadolescence (5th grade), and early adolescence (8th grade) (Buhrmester & Furman, 1987).
However, gender differences in youth’s rating of intimacy in their best friendships were not
revealed until 8th grade, when girls rated their best friendships as more intimate than boys’
(Buhrmester & Furman, 1987). Similarly, Johnson (2004) found that across a sample of 97% white
students, girls reported feeling greater levels of intimacy - relationship cohesion, emotional
closeness, and relationship commitment - with their closest same and other sex friends than did
boys.
Together, these findings suggest that same-sex (versus other-sex) peers are best suited to
meet early adolescent girls’ close friendship needs (Buhrmester & Furman, 1987; Poulin &
Pederson, 2007). Compared to earlier in childhood or to boys, early adolescent girls’ general
conceptions of friendships and their expectations of specific friendships center on multiple indices
of intimacy. As girls develop across adolescence, intimacy appears to become an even more
integral component of their peer relationships, particularly of their same-sex friendships. Given
the increasing centrality of intimacy in girls’ same-sex peer relationships, the current study will
focus on girls and will examine potential disruptors to intimacy development that occurs within
their close same-sex friendships. Examination of these processes in a sample of metropolitan-area,
mostly Black and African American girls may offer important insights regarding mechanisms
related to adjustment and interpersonal health for this population.
The Development of a Network of Close Friendships
Adolescent intimacy development occurs within a network of close friends. Across
research studies examining adolescent peer processes, the close friend network generally refers to
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an adolescent-nominated list of up to 15 friends (Friedlander et al., 2007; Kuttler & La Greca,
2004; Boislard & Poulin, 2011; Negriff et al., 2011). Importantly, and central to this study is that
same-sex friendships within this network can vary on important dimensions. One such dimension
is their degree of intimacy. Simply put, adolescents are likely to feel closer to some friends (e.g.,
their best friend) than others, even within their close networks. Best friendships have been a focus
of study, with other close friendships receiving less empirical attention. In addition, adolescents
may differ in the number of intimate friends they have in their networks. The significance of this
number has received little empirical attention. However, extant research points to the importance
of both best friendships and close friend networks to well-being during adolescence and beyond
(Overbeek et al., 2007; Antonucci et al., 2012).
Researchers have long called for a deeper examination of adolescents’ close peer networks
and the varying relationships subsumed within them (Furman & Simon, 1998). The few studies
that have simultaneously examined associations to distinct peer relationships indicate that
friendships of varying levels of intimacy may confer differential outcomes for youth (e.g., Giletta
et al., 2012; You et al., 2013). For example, Giletta et al. (2012) found that youth alcohol misuse
was related to misuse within their close friend network and best friend misuse. In contrast,
adolescent girl’s depressive symptoms were only related to depressive symptoms in their
reciprocated best friends. The current study will build on works that examine multiple forms of
close friendships and examine intimacy development as a function of the number of girls’ closest
same-sex friends and as a function of their best friendship. Processes associated with engaging
with a close group of friends and navigating a high-quality best friendship likely differ.
Understanding trajectories of the development of each can yield critical information about
intimacy development that occurs within girls’ broader peer environment.
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Closest Friend Circles
Within girls’ close network may exist a subgroup of her closest or most intimate friends,
or a closest friend circle. Regardless of whether the friends in girls’ closest friend circles know
each other and/or comprise a distinct group of reciprocal friends, friends at this level of closeness
are important for their provision of adolescents’ feelings of love, care, and belonging (Furman &
Simon, 1998; Jacobson & Newman, 2016).
The current literature is extremely limited as it relates to expected early to middle
adolescent trajectories of the number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest circles. For findings
within adolescents’ close network, and not their closest circles, Urberg et al. (1995) have noted a
decrease over time in the nomination of close network friends for older, but not younger race/ethnic
diverse high schoolers. Cantin & Boivin (2004) found that the size of early adolescents’ close
network decreased following the transition from elementary school (6th grade) to junior high
school (7th grade) but increased from 7th grade to 8th grade. Adolescent’s age and social context
likely have an impact on trajectories of their close network size. However, it is unclear whether
trajectories of adolescents’ close network size may similarly reflect trajectories of the same-sex
composition of their closest friend circles. More research is needed to speak to these developmental
processes.
Closest or Best Same-Sex Friend
Whereas an adolescent may have difficulty developing and sustaining multiple same-sex
friendships that may vary in closeness, a positive relationship with a same-sex best friend is
powerful and may be protective against negative outcomes associated with peer rejection and peer
victimization (Rubin et al., 2004). Competencies associated with intimacy development and
connection-oriented goals such as intimate disclosure, trust, and commitment appear fundamental
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to girls’ same-sex best friendships (Rose & Rudolph, 2006). Conflict management and problem
solving are also important features of girls’ best friendships.
Researchers have found that over the course of adolescence, the positive quality of best
friendships generally increases (Parker & Gottman, 1989; Buhrmester & Furman, 1987) until the
point in which romance and sexuality become salient developmental tasks during middle and late
adolescence (Camirand & Poulin, 2019). However, trajectories of best friendship quality from
early to middle adolescence may differ based on specific construct assessed or by population. For
example, indices of companionship, validation, and conflict resolution increased over the 6th
through 9th grades for Black and African American girls, but indices of intimacy and guidance did
not (Meyer, 2011). Whereas the presence of a same-sex best friend in girls’ close network is
meaningful, it appears that the quality of the best friendship has greater implications for girls’
intimacy development and interpersonal health across their adolescence (Schacter et al., 2021).
Although most studies of intimate friendship development focus on adolescents’ best friendships,
a more nuanced examination of girls’ close relationship development is needed. The current study
will address these gaps by examining early to middle intimacy development processes that occur
among multiple same-sex friendships within girls’ close network.
Intimacy and Adolescent Adjustment
Girls’ formation and maintenance of same-sex friendships of varying levels of intimacy is
considered a key developmental task. Adolescents practice and gain competencies related to trust,
disclosure, connection, and conflict management with their closest friends (Rose & Rudolph,
2006). Close early adolescent friendships also help with processes of self-exploration and identity
development as friends share similar ideas and interests and try to understand each other
(Schneider & Tessier, 2007).
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Notably, the relative success girls experience in this key domain of development also has
important consequences for their psychological wellbeing and psychosocial adjustment
concurrently, in later adolescence, and adulthood (e.g., Allen et al., 2022; Chango et al., 2015;
Waldrip et al., 2008). Engagement in high-quality close friendships is linked to positive outcomes
for youth. For example, intimacy within girls’ best same-sex friendship leads to feelings of being
accepted, loved, and understood (Buhrmester, 1990; Reis & Shaver, 1988). Furthermore, the
quality of girls’ best friendship has been associated with the quality of their concurrent and
longitudinal familial relationships and romantic relationships (Kuttler & La Greca, 2004; De
Goede et al., 2009; Korchendorfer & Kerns, 2020). Youth who effectively proceed from preadolescent best friendships to close early adolescent same-sex groups are well-poised to
accomplish additional intimacy related tasks as expected.
Youth who struggle to proceed as expected in close friendship development may
experience additional interpersonal problems and poor psychosocial adjustment (Sullivan, 1953).
Indeed, rejection by close friends may engender feelings of loneliness, alienation, and other
negative internal states (Newcomb et al., 1993). Rejection at the close network level can have
bearing on adolescents’ best friendships. For example, compared to adolescents who are well-liked
by their peers, youth who are not well-liked have less positive and more negative best friendships
(Phillipsen, 1999). Intimate friendships are expected to yield feelings of social acceptance, love,
and wantingness (Jacobson & Newman, 2016). Yet perceiving a relative lack of these close
friendship benefits during adolescence has been found to be associated with a range of additional
difficulties in the interpersonal realm during adolescence (see Deater-Deckard, 2001 for review).
The struggles youth encounter in the close peer domain may cascade into additional psychosocial
and socioemotional problems within their adolescence and across the lifespan ((Jacobson &
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Newman, 2016). Supporting youth’s healthy intimacy development in close friendships are of
critical concern.
Given the importance of intimacy development with friends for concurrent and future
adjustment, it is important to identify factors that may undermine adolescents’ intimacy
development. The current study examines two such factors – exposure to family violence (EFV)
and early sexual engagement (ESE). Each of these factors have been associated with concurrent
and longitudinal adjustment problems (e.g., D’Andrea et al., 2012; Cui et al., 2012; Norman et al.,
2012). However, less is known about their impact on social development during adolescence. The
current study addresses these gaps by examining the potential impact of EFV and ESE on
adolescent girls’ intimacy development with same-sex friends. Understanding the development of
girls’ close friendships from early to middle adolescence in the context of nonnormative
experiences of EFV and ESE may reveal mechanisms associated with later maladjustment and
point to intervention targets for reducing risk and bolstering girls’ healthy interpersonal
development. Examination of these processes in a sample of metropolitan-area, mostly Black and
African American girls may offer new or additional insights regarding the development of a
diverse sample of girls’ close peer relationships during this critical developmental period.
Black and African American Girls
Current understandings of healthy or normative adolescent intimacy development for all
girls have been mostly informed by research using middle class, mostly-white American samples.
White American, Black and African American, and girls of other races and ethnicities in the United
States share similarities as a function of their location within the system of gender. They also differ
as a function of their location within the system of race and the intersection between systems of
race and gender, among others (Hills Collins, 2002). Group-level sociocultural differences among
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girls must be attended to lest we presume that processes and implications of adolescent intimacy
development are equal for girls regardless of their location within intersecting systems of
oppression (Brown et al., 1999). My exploration of girls’ intimacy development using a sample of
mostly Black and African American girls in this study requires us to first consider the legacy of
U.S. slavery and its impact on Black femme’s relationships and experiences.
At the group level, Black and African American girls share a history of systematic violence
and degradation, sexual and otherwise, conferred against the bodies of their enslaved black femme
ancestors (Lomax, 2018). The development of racialized and gendered myths and tropes about
black femmes’ hypersexuality (e.g., jezebel; Anderson et al., 2018) served to validate the violence
perpetrated on to Black femmes during antebellum and Jim Crow eras (Stephens & Phillips, 2003).
These tropes about Black femme’s hypersexuality persist today. For example, white college
women who were presented a vignette about a potential victim of sexual assault who was
purportedly Black reported being less likely to intervene and perceiving greater victim pleasure
than when the potential victim was not purportedly Black (Katz et al., 2017). Also reflective of the
legacy of U.S. slavery, present-day cultural scripts such as the Superwoman Schema (WoodsGiscombe, 2010) reiterate misperceptions that Black girls and women are supernaturally strong.
In addition to embodying mythical strength, Black women are expected to suppress their emotions
and be responsible for caring for others and the Black community at large despite any receipt of
personal or community assaults or hardship (Woods-Giscombe, 2010).
Despite their youth, Black girls are also subjected to tropes that falsely indicate that they
are inherently and overly sexual and supernaturally impervious. Researchers have found that as
young as five years old, Black girls are viewed by white adults as seeming and behaving older than
their age compared to white girls (Epstein et al., 2017). Black girls are sexualized at a younger
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age than girls from other racial and ethnic groups (Epstein et al., 2017), receive harsher
punishments for similar behavior, and are perceived to need less protection and nurturing from
adults (Epstein et al., 2017). Black girls are made aware of the implications of the unique
intersection of their race and gender (Winchester et al., 2022), and are given explicit and implicit
messages about the norms and behaviors they need to adopt for their survival and success in
professional, intimate, and sexual relationships (Leath et al., 2020; Froyum, 2010). Researchers
(e.g., Prather et al., 2018) have posited this sociocultural history and the socialization Black girls
have received as relevant factors to understanding racial inequities in rates of unwanted teenage
pregnancy (Martin et al., 2019), STI transmission (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,
2019a), and interpersonal violence exposure, including physical dating violence and unwanted
sexual intercourse (Kann et al., 2018). Although it is beyond the scope of the study to examine the
ways in which participants’ Black girlhood may impact the early to middle adolescent
development of their close friendships, holding the context of Black girls’ unique experiences in
mind can point us to additional targets of intervention that don’t pathologize Black girls for the
interpersonal and systemic violence to which they have been exposed.
Exposure to Family Violence (EFV)
In the United States, youth exposure to family violence is pervasive and affects youth of
all ages. Child maltreatment – child sexual, physical, and emotional abuse, and physical and
emotional neglect – is common, with one in seven children experiencing substantiated incidences
of child abuse or neglect (CDC, 2022). Due to persistent and known underreporting of these
incidents, the reported prevalence is likely an underestimate (Finklehor, 2005). Estimates of
children’s exposure to domestic violence or intimate partner violence vary widely, with some
estimates indicating that one in three children having been exposed at least once in their lifetime
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(Carlson, 2000). Many youth experience multiple different forms of child maltreatment and over
half of youth who witnessed domestic violence also experience maltreatment (Hamby et al., 2010).
Whereas witnessing domestic violence has traditionally stood as distinct from the sexual, physical,
and emotional abuse, and physical and emotional neglect components of child maltreatment, the
CDC now includes youth exposure to domestic violence in its definition of child maltreatment
(Leeb et al., 2008). Leeb et al. (2008) classified domestic violence exposure as a failure to
supervise, a specific form of neglect. They also make the caveat that a caregiver who is being
victimized by a partner and who does not have or is unaware of alternatives to protect the child is
not maltreating the child. This definition aligns with more recent research and policy efforts that
have begun to conceptualize child maltreatment and witnessing domestic violence as forms of
family violence (Hamby et al., 2011).
Exposure to family violence (EFV) has been associated with a range of negative outcomes
including those related to behavioral problems (Ford et al., 2010) and poor cognitive and affective
functioning (Rieder & Cicchetti, 1989; Lewis et al., 2007). EFV heightens adolescents’ risk for
challenges associated with developmentally-salient factors including peer relationships and
friendships, romance and sexuality, substance use, and delinquency (Trickett et al., 2011; Negriff
et al., 2019). Of relevance to the current study, EFV is also associated with various interpersonal
difficulties, including poor social skills (Bradley, 1986), low interpersonal competence (Perlman
et al., 2008), low relationship trust and isolation (Elliott et al., 2005), and conflictual relationships
(Kim & Cicchetti, 2004).
The family environment and relationships therein are foundational for expectations and
experiences in later relationships across the lifespan (Sullivan, 1953; Trickett & Negriff, 2011).
EFV may disrupt schemas of healthy, fulfilling relationships and begin a cascade of challenges
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associated with interpersonal development across the lifespan. The emergence of interpersonal
problems among youth with EFV can be understood from the ways EFV interferes with the
development of core competencies related to the views of the self, others, and relationships. In
other words, EFV undermines basic assumptions regarding interpersonal safety, trust, power, and
intimacy (Finklehor, 2008). EFV can disrupt children’s sense of security at home (Stiller et al.,
2021), increase the risk of insecure attachment to caregivers (Baer & Martinez, 2006) and insecure
views of peer relationships (D’Andrea et al., 2012). In a mostly white sample of late adolescents,
insecure attachment styles have been associated with interpersonal difficulties including increased
peer victimization and lower peer acceptance compared to those with secure attachment styles
(Dykas et al., 2008). EFV may also interfere with the ability to see others as trustworthy, sensitive,
or responsive (Weinfeld et al., 2000). Youth may develop expectations of inconsistency,
unavailability, or danger from people and places that they rely on for comfort and support. For
example, increased threat perception and social anxiety has been posited as relevant pathways
linking exposure to interparental conflict and poor functioning in the peer domain including
increased loneliness and decreased perception of support (Weymouth et al., 2019).
EFV may also disrupt positive development of indices of interpersonal functioning via its
impact on stress and emotion regulation. As youth develop more intimate relationships, they must
navigate intense emotions associated with early adolescent close peer relationship tasks such as
conflict resolution, increases in self-disclosure, acceptance and conformity, and social stressors
like jealousy and reputation management (Ducharme et al., 1997). However, living in
environments that are low in support, warmth, or stability, and that have heightened violence, have
been associated with increased physiological stress and stress responses (Bell & Belsky, 2007).
The context of maltreatment or EFV then leaves youth vulnerable to heightened stress reactivity
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which may subsequently interfere with their ability to effectively navigate the emotional
complexities of intimate peer relationships (Cook et al., 2012). EFV may compound previous
difficulties or present novel ones in adolescents’ same-sex peer relationship development.
Prior examination of associations between EFV and close friendships during adolescence
have yielded mixed results. Some studies have found associations between EFV and outcomes
associated with poor close friendships. For example, history of childhood maltreatment has been
longitudinally associated with low self-worth and low same-sex best friendship quality from early
to middle adolescence (Flynn et al., 2014) and with receipt of peer victimization and intimidation
in middle to late adolescence (Benedini et al., 2016). In a race/ethnic diverse sample of urban early
adolescents who had experienced abuse or neglect, Negriff et al., 2019 found that during their early
adolescence, maltreated youth reported fewer people in their social support network compared to
a comparison sample of youth. Studies of mostly white undergraduate students link exposure to
emotional neglect and domestic violence during childhood to friendships in late adolescence
characterized by low helpfulness, low affirmation, and low attachment security (Green & King,
2009; Lowell et al., 2014). Other studies have failed to find significant relations between EFV and
friendship quality. For example, Miller and colleagues (2014) reported no significant associations
between child maltreatment before age 12 and intimacy in best friendships at age 16 years. Other
related literature not specific to EFV suggests that exposure to community violence is not related
to the quality of adolescents’ best friendship nor to adolescents’ reported number of close friends
(Harding, 2008; Wallace and Ménard, 2017). Empirical questions remain regarding the potential
impact of EFV on close friendships during youths’ early adolescence and the trajectories of close
friend development through middle adolescence.
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It is possible that the mixed findings of these studies as it relates to EFV and the
development of peer relationships may be a function of the operationalization of close friendships.
There may be differential findings for the impact of EFV and the development of close peer
relationships within adolescents’ best friendships and their closest friend circles. Despite the lack
of clarity of the current research on associations between early adolescent EFV and the
development of their close friendships, the hypothesized mechanisms relating EFV to
interpersonal difficulties suggest that EFV may be disruptive to processes of close friend
development.
Although it may be generally accepted that childhood EFV is associated with broad
interpersonal difficulties during childhood and during adulthood (Margolin & Gordis, 2000), little
is known about how EFV may particularly disrupt the expected course of close friendship
development from early to middle adolescence. The current study will evaluate how EFV is
associated with trajectories of adolescent girls’ close friendship development from early to middle
adolescence. I expect EFV to disrupt the development of girls’ close same-sex relationships such
that trajectories of close friend development will differ as a function of girls’ EFV. Specifically,
during their early adolescence, I expect that EFV will be associated with low quality best samesex friendship and fewer same-sex friends in girls’ closest circles. As girls develop into their
middle adolescence, I expect that differences in girls’ relationships as a function of EFV will
persist.
Early Sexual Engagement (ESE)
Development in the romantic and sexual domains during early adolescence sets the stage
for romantic and sexual experiences in later adolescence and emerging adulthood (Furman &
Shaffer, 1999; Collins et al., 2009). However, early adolescents’ romantic relationships differ
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significantly from those of older adolescents (Collins, 2003). During early adolescence, intimacy
development is expected to occur in close friendships, and not in romantic or sexual relationships.
Romantic and sexual relationships in early adolescence are characterized by affiliation and passion
rather than intimacy (Furman & Shaffer, 1999). It is not until middle and late adolescence that
romantic and sexual relationships also become characterized by intimacy; and it is not until late
adolescence or early adulthood that attachment and caregiving become more central to romantic
relationships (Simon et al., 2000; Kobak et al., 2007). Nonetheless, early romantic and sexual
experiences make important contributions to young adolescents’ interpersonal development and
provide a context for other psychosocial developments, such as identity formation (Furman and
Shaffer, 2003).
One of the distinguishing features of romantic relationships as opposed to other peer
relationships is the presence or potential of sexual behavior. Although most sexual behavior during
adolescence occurs in the context of a romantic relationship (Furman & Shaffer, 2003), sexual
behavior among adolescents also occurs outside of the context of romantic relationships.
Adolescents may engage in more casual relationships or interactions characterized by brief sexual
encounters (Collins et al., 2009). They may also engage in sexual behaviors with peers with whom
they report no romantic interest or who they consider friends (Shaffer, 2002). Much research on
adolescent sexual engagement focuses on adolescents’ engagement in genital contact behaviors
(e.g. oral sex, sexual intercourse) and concurrent and longitudinal risk including behavioral
adjustment problems (Davila, 2008; Connolly & McIssac, 2009), delinquent behaviors and
substance use (Lansford et al., 2014; Furman et al., 2009), and STI/STD and unwanted pregnancy
risk (CDC, 2019b). Reducing risk is important yet focusing primarily on early adolescent
engagement in risky sexual behaviors may obscure their engagement in more emergent, age-
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normative behaviors. Furthermore, regardless of racial background, most early adolescents have
not yet engaged in penetrative vaginal sex, (Halpern et al., 2000).
Adolescents engage in a wide variety of sexual behaviors, including a range of non-coital
and coital behaviors. In a national study of 12 and 13-year old Canadians, heterosexual sexual
behaviors were largely characterized by lighter behaviors (i.e., hugging, holding hands and
kissing), with heavier behaviors (i.e., touching above or below the waist, sexual intercourse) being
far less common (Williams et al., 2008). In a recent U.S. race/ethnic diverse sample of high
schoolers, only a small portion of the sample had engaged in light and heavy behaviors before the
beginning of 10th grade (Steinberg et al., 2019). The remainder of the Steinberg et al. (2019)
sample engaged in more extensive and genital contact sexual behaviors over the course of high
school, if they did so at all. Early adolescent engagement in genital contact behaviors occurs at a
low frequency. Examining adolescents’ engagement in a number of distinct light and heavy sexual
behaviors may be fruitful for understanding what is more and less typical for this group.
The developmental significance of romantic and sexual experiences is evident in their
associations with psychosocial adjustment. Positive outcomes associated with romantic
involvement in adolescence include factors like greater social acceptance and interpersonal
competence (Furman et al., 2009). For early adolescents however, negative outcomes may
outweigh positive outcomes associated with romantic and sexual engagement, particularly with
engagement that may be developmentally out-of-sync (Pinquart & Pfeiffer, 2018). Among early
adolescents, romantic relationship involvement has been associated with internalizing and
externalizing problems (Davila, 2008; Connolly & McIssac, 2009) as well as decreased academic
achievement (Brendgen et al., 2002). Engagement in a number of distinct, and progressively
intimate and heavy sexual behaviors is not age typical for early adolescents and has been associated
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with later delinquency, peer deviance, and substance use (Negriff et al., 2011; Negriff, 2018).
Additionally, whereas early adolescents’ engagement in heavier sexual behaviors is associated
with problem behaviors, their engagement in lighter behaviors that are more common among early
adolescents is not (Williams et al., 2008). Socially, early adolescent girls who have engaged in
heavy sexual behaviors such as sexual intercourse experience peer rejection, and girls who have
engaged in light sexual behaviors such as making out are met with peer acceptance (Kreager et al.,
2016). Findings by Cui and colleagues (2012) suggest that the adjustment problems associated
with extensive romantic and sexual engagement during early adolescent may persist into early
adulthood. These findings are in line with those of Furman & Collibee, (2014) that supports
understanding risks from early romantic and sexual engagement as a function of developmental
task theory. That is, extensive romantic and sexual involvement during early adolescence may
confer risk to healthy psychosocial adjustment because that level of engagement does not become
a salient developmental task until later adolescence and emerging adulthood, (Furman & Collibee,
2014).
The current study seeks to understand the implications of girls’ romantic or sexual
involvement in early adolescence for the development of intimate same-sex friendships over the
course of early to middle adolescence. Surprisingly little is known about the relations between
these interrelated domains of interpersonal development during early adolescence. Researchers
have devoted much more empirical attention to the impact of friendship quality, peer acceptance,
and interpersonal competence on later romantic relationships than they have on longitudinal
associations between early romantic relationships and later non-romantic peer relationships
(Kochendorder & Kerns, 2017; Zimmer-Gembeck et al., 2004). Difficulties in peer relationships
may compound difficulties in romantic and sexual relationships (e.g., Hebert et al., 2013; Schacter
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et al., 2019), and indices of healthy functioning in peer relationships are associated with healthy
romantic relationships (Kochendorfer & Kerns, 2020). Of the literature that does examine the
impact of romantic relationships on facets of platonic peer relationships, most studies focus on
concurrent and longitudinal examinations between middle and late adolescents’ romantic
relationship engagement and the quality and presence of their non-romantic peer relationships
(Chow et al., 2015; Thomas, 2012). I could find only one longitudinal study that examined
associations between early (age 8-12) romantic and sexual engagement and later indices of
development. In that study, Neemann and colleagues (1995) found that early romantic engagement
is associated with concurrent but not subsequent social competence with peers.
The extent to which early romantic and sexual engagement during early adolescence
impacts girls’ navigation of close same-sex friendships in early adolescence and through middle
adolescence is unknown. Early adolescent developments in intimate peer relationships co-occur
with the emergence of romantic and sexual interest. Thus, early and age-atypical engagement in
romantic and sexual activity has the potential to subvert the development of intimate same-sex
friendships. More research is needed to understand peer development processes for early
adolescent girls engaging in developmentally-precocious romantic and sexual involvement. The
current study aims to fill this gap by examining the potential impact of early adolescent girls’
romantic and sexual experiences and the development of multiple indices of close, same-sex peer
relationships from early to middle adolescence. I expect early sexual engagement (ESE) to disrupt
the development of girls’ close same-sex relationships such that trajectories of close friend
development will differ as a function of girls’ ESE. Specifically, during their early adolescence, I
expect that ESE will be associated with low quality best same-sex friendship and fewer same-sex
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friends in girls’ closest circles. As girls develop into their middle adolescence, I expect that
differences in girls’ relationships as a function of ESE will persist.
Keeping the historical and contemporary context of Black girls’ location in systems of race
and gender in mind is necessary while we examine processes related to intimacy development,
romance and sexuality, and violence exposure. Identifying the potential role of exposure to family
violence and early sexual engagement on the development of intimacy with close same-sex friends
will allow us to better support the quest for health and life satisfaction girls are already pursuing.
Current Study: Aims and Hypotheses
The overall purpose of this study is to examine the development of adolescent girls’ close
friend relationships from early to middle adolescence. Specifically, I will examine whether EFV
and ESE reported during girls’ early adolescence are differentially associated with trajectories of
girls’ close same-sex peer relationships.
The current study is guided by two specific aims.
Aim 1. Examine associations between girls’ EFV as measured at early adolescence and the
development of their close friendships from early to middle adolescence. Specifically, I will
examine the potential impact of EFV on the development of the number of same-sex friends in
girls’ closest friend circles and the positive and negative quality of girls’ best same-sex friendships
from their early to middle adolescence. Overall, I expected that EFV will be associated with
different patterns of girls’ close friendship development.
Hypothesis 1a. Composition of girls’ closest circles. Exposure to family violence will be
associated with girls’ nomination of fewer same-sex friends in their closest circles during their
early adolescence. Differences in the same-sex composition of girls’ closest circles as a
function of EFV will persist through middle adolescence.

23
Hypothesis 1b. Quality of best friendship. EFV will be associated with a lower quality best
friendship during girls’ early adolescence. Associations between EFV and lower quality best
friendship will persist over time through girls’ middle adolescence.
Aim 2. Examine associations between girls’ ESE as measured at early adolescence and the
development of their close friendships from early to middle adolescence. Specifically, I will
examine the potential impact of ESE on the development of the number of same-sex friends in
girls’ closest friend circles and positive and negative quality of girls’ best same-sex friendships
from girls’ early to middle adolescence. Overall, I expected that ESE will be associated with
different patterns of girls’ close friendship development.
Hypothesis 2a. Composition of girls’ closest circles. ESE will be associated with girls’
nomination of fewer same-sex friends in their closest circles during their early adolescence.
Differences in the same-sex composition of girls’ closest circles as a function of ESE will
persist through middle adolescence.
Hypothesis 2b. Quality of best friendship. ESE will be associated with a lower quality best
friendship during girls’ early adolescence. As a function of girls’ ESE, a lower quality best
friend relationship will persist over time through their middle adolescence.
CHAPTER 2: METHODS
Participants
Participants for the current study include 93 early adolescent females in 6th-8th grades
(MT1age = 12.48, SD = 1.16) and their primary caregivers (90% biological mothers) who
participated in a longitudinal study of psychosocial development in early adolescence. At the
baseline assessment (T1), the sample mostly identified as Black and African American (77.4%),
with 11.8% (N = 11) identifying as White or Caucasian, 2.2% (N = 2) as Latina American, 2.2%
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(N = 2) as Middle Eastern, 2.2% (N = 2) as Biracial (unspecified), and 4.3% (N = 4) identifying as
non-specified ‘Other.’ At T1, girls were interested in mostly boys (94.6%, N = 88), and a small
minority reported interest in both boys and girls (5.4%, N = 5). Most caregivers attended at least
some college (77.4%, N = 72). Median household income for the sample was $32,000, with 44.1%
(N = 41) of participants living in households with an income below the median Detroit household
income (i.e., $26,249; U.S. Census Bureau, 2016). A little less than half (47.3%, N = 44) of
participants lived in households with a partnered caregiver; 63.6% (N = 28) of those households
included a biological father. See Table 1 for sample demographic information.
Procedure
Data for the current study were drawn from the Michigan Study of Teenagers’
Relationships (Project MI-STAR), a short-term longitudinal study of the psychosocial
development of young adolescent girls. Project MI-STAR spans a 27-month period and includes
4 lab visits (T1, T2, T3, T4) spaced in 9-month intervals, with 2 phone interviews between each
lab visit. The institutional review board at Wayne State University approved all study measures
and procedures.
Participants were recruited from postings distributed via community agencies and three
Detroit charter schools. Caregivers who contacted our research lab were first screened for
eligibility. Inclusion criteria included nulliparous females between the ages of 11-15 years, in 6th8th grades with a primary caregiver who is a legal guardian. Exclusion criteria included not yet
being in 6th grade, pregnant or primiparous at the time of enrollment, or developmental disabled.
Eligible caregivers received a $10 gift card for spending 15 minutes learning about the study via
telephone. Interested families were scheduled for their T1 lab visit with transportation assistance
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provided as needed. Participants were recruited and attended the T1 lab visit between 2014 and
2018.
At each lab visit, caregivers and youth first provided written consent and assent and then
completed separate face-to-face interviews with project staff. Caregivers received $50, $60, and
$70 cash and youth received $50, $60, and $70 gift cards at the T1, T2, and T3 visits, respectively.
This study draws primarily from the youth interview, which included structured questionnaires,
computer tasks, physiological assessments, and a Relationship Life History Calendar Interview for
Adolescents (RLHC-A). Study data were obtained from the RLHC-A, which utilizes a visual
timeline follow back format that allows girls to interactively plot important relationships (friend,
romantic, and sexual) and life events over time. The current study uses data from T1, T2, and T3
visits. Measures of specific constructs are provided below.
Measures
Appendix A contains the full measures of constructs used in the current study, as described
below.
Youth Demographics
At T1, youth provided demographic information that included age, grade, racial/ethnic
identity, and romantic or sexual identity (i.e., romantic/sexual interest in ‘mostly boys’, ‘both boys
and girls’, or ‘mostly girls’). Caregiver-provided family demographics including caregiver
education, household income, and household composition were only used to descriptively
characterize the sample.
Peer Relationship Characteristics
At T1, T2, and T3 girls provided the first names and demographic information of their 10
most important friends who were not siblings, relatives, or current romantic partners. These
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important friends comprised girls’ close peer network. Girls could provide the names of as few as
zero close friends and as many as 12 close friends. Girls created name stickers for each friend that
were later placed on their Circle of Support to assess closeness, as described below. Girls also
named a closest same-sex friend or best friend. They reported on the perceived quality of their
relationship with that friend.
Close Peer Network. For each friend in girls’ close peer network who was not a sibling,
relative, or current romantic partner, youth reported on friend age, grade, gender, context in which
they know each other (school, neighborhood, organized activity outside of school, through another
friend, online/social media), whether they spend time together outside of the context they know
each other, and whether the person is or was anything more than a friend (inclusive of present
crush, present or past physical partner, or past dating partner). Friends’ gender was utilized in the
current study. Girls could identify their friends as male, female, or transgender. We did not ask for
additional gender-specific information for trans-identifying friends, including whether those
friends identified as transmasculine, transfeminine, non-binary, or another gender. No girl reported
having a transgender friend at T1. One girl reported having a transgender friend at T2, and four
girls reported having a transgender friend at T3.
Closest Friend Circles. Girls used the name stickers created for each friend to complete
the Circle of Support, a measure adapted for this study, that uses a pictorial representation to tap
perceived closeness with important adults and friends. The Circle of Support utilizes the
hierarchical mapping technique (Antonucci, 1986) to assess the number and strength of
participants’ important relationships. The Circle of Support is comprised of 5 concentric circles
with the most centric circle representing the participant, herself. Circles closer to the center
represent greater perceived closeness to that friend. Participants completed the Circle of Support
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by placing each important friend’s sticker in the circle that best represents her perceived level of
closeness with that person. Scores ranging from 1 to 4.5 are assigned to each friend based on
sticker placement (1 = closest; 4.5 = least close). Stickers placed on the lines between two levels
of closeness receive a .5 value that represents the mid-point between two levels. Friends with a
closeness score of 2 or below were deemed to be in participants’ closest circles; friends with
closeness scores greater than 2 were deemed less close. Number of same-sex friends in girls’
closest circles was measured as a count of the number of friends that youth identified as a girl in
their closest circles at T1, T2, and T3.
Quality of Best Same-Sex Friendship. A 16-item version of the Network of Relationship
Inventory – Relationship Qualities Version (NRI; Buhrmester & Furman, 2008) was completed by
the youth in order to evaluate the perceived quality of their closest relationships. The current study
uses girls’ responses regarding their best or closest same-sex friend. Girls named their best samesex friend and reported on the length of time they have been friends. They then answered questions
regarding the quality of their relationship. Example items included, “How often do you turn to this
person for support with personal problems?” and “How often does this person point out your faults
or put you down?” Youth rated each item on a five-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 “little to
none” to 5 “the most”). Scores for five relationship quality subscales – conflict, emotional support,
companionship, intimate disclosure, and criticism – were created by averaging the three items
included in the scale. Previous research demonstrates these scales sort into two factors: positive
interactions and negative interactions (Furman & Buhrmester, 2009). The positive interactions
factor is the average of the emotional support, companionship, and intimate disclosure scales. For
the positive interactions factor, higher scores denote closer relationships. The negative interactions
factor is the average of the conflict and criticism scales, with higher scores denoting more self-
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reported negative features of the relationship. Reliability of the subscales and factors for each
relationship are satisfactory and range from .74 to .95 (Buhrmester & Furman, 2008). Internal
consistencies for these scales were acceptable (Self-reported positive interactions with Best SameSex Friend T1α = .86, T2α = .88, T3α = .90; Self-reported negative interactions with Best SameSex Friend T1α = .82, T2α = .71, T3α = .82). Additionally, the NRI contains an item to assess
overall relationship satisfaction that is measured on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 “little to none”
to 5 “the most”.
Exposure to Family Violence (EFV)
In this study, participants’ exposure to family violence (EFV) was measured as the number
of victimization events that occurred within a family context. After being reminded of informed
consent and limits to confidentiality, participants’ lifetime EFV was assessed at T1 by youth and
caregivers using the UCLA PTSD Index for the DSM-IV (Steinberg et al., 2004) and the Adverse
Childhood Experiences (ACE) scale (Felitti et al., 1998). These measures were used to assess
lifetime exposure to interpersonal violence that occurs or is salient within a family environment.
Exposures of interest included 1) physical abuse, 2) emotional or verbal abuse, 3) sexual abuse 4)
emotional neglect, and 5) witnessing physical or verbal domestic violence. A cumulative EFV
score ranging from 0 - 5 was created by summing the number of experiences of EFV girls and/or
caregivers endorsed (yes/no) at T1, capturing all experiences that occurred prior to that point (M
= 1.26 (SD = 1.14), range = 0 - 4). See Table 3 for frequencies of girls’ EFV.
Early Sexual Engagement (ESE)
Information regarding participants’ romantic and sexual experiences at each lab visit was
obtained using the RLCH-A interview, the visual timeline follow back format procedure described
above. Use of relationship or life history calendars to elicit youth romantic and sexual relationships
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and behaviors have been shown to reduce social desirability bias and increase recall as compared
to structured interviews or standard questionnaires (Yoshima et al., 2005; Luke et al., 2011). ESE
for the current study was calculated from data reported at T1, reflecting all consensual experiences
prior to that time. Romantic and sexual experiences that girls reported prior to age 8 were recorded
but not included in measurement. At T1, participants provided the number and duration of prior
and/or present crushes or relationships. Regardless of length, a romantic relationship was defined
as such if a girl labeled it as a “casual, but not exclusive” or a “serious or exclusive” relationship.
Girls who did not report having a romantic relationship were asked about any crushes (i.e., specific
targets of romantic interest). Girls anchored each crush or relationship to a partner with whom they
engaged. Girls who did not endorse having any romantic relationships or crushes were asked about
their current level of romantic interest. Regarding ESE, participants endorsed whether they had
engaged in any of a range of sexual behaviors including 1) holding hands, 2) cuddling, 3) kissing,
4) making out, 5) intimate touching above the clothes, 6) intimate touching beneath the clothes, 7)
giving or 8) receiving manual stimulation, 9) giving or 10) receiving oral stimulation, and 11)
sexual intercourse. Further information about timing, sequence, and relational context (i.e.,
romantic relationship, crush or friend, one-time event) was obtained for all endorsed behaviors
within all endorsed relationships. For the current study, extent of ESE, or a count of the eleven
distinct physical behaviors in which girls have ever engaged prior to T1, was used to operationalize
ESE (T1 M = 1.31 (SD = 1.73), Range = 0 - 8). See Table 4 for descriptives and frequencies of
girls’ ESE and additional romantic and sexual engagement characteristics.
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CHAPTER 3: RESULTS
Power
The current study uses three measurement occasions of data from a larger longitudinal
study that included N = 93 participants; there are 279 observations of each outcome variable at
level 1. Prior to conducting analyses, it was estimated that the study had adequate power.
Accounting for missing data due to attrition in addition to the inclusion of a covariate in a growth
model, Muthén & Muthén (2002) estimate that a sample size of 250 is needed for a power of .80
and population regression coefficient of .2. To provide a better estimation of power for the current
study, a power analysis was conducted using Monte Carlo simulations in the simr package (Green
& MacLeod, 2015) in R version 4.1.3. A linear mixed effect model was fit to the actual data
collected to estimate power to detect an effect size of 0.3 for exposure to family violence and extent
of early sexual engagement on the early to middle adolescent development of girls’ close
friendships. 2500 simulations were run for the model that included exposure to family violence as
a predictor and for the model that included early sexual engagement as a predictor. With an alpha
set at p = .05, the power analysis revealed that there is 77% power to detect an effect of exposure
to family violence on the development of girls’ close friendships and 85% power to detect an effect
of extent of sexual engagement on the development of girls’ close friendships.
Data Screening
Prior to analyses, all data were screened to ensure that they were in the expected ranges
and that all means, variances, and standard deviations were reasonable. All data were screened for
the presence of outliers and evaluation of normality through visual inspection and significance
tests. Two outliers were identified on the T1 ESE measure. These outliers were winsorized as
recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell (2013). Additionally, T1 ESE was positively skewed. As
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this was a count variable with many 0’s (49.5%, N = 46), a square root transformation was used
to reach an acceptable level of skew. All other variables had acceptable levels of skew and kurtosis.
Mardia’s multivariate normality test in the R package MVN (Korkmaz et al., 2014) was used to
assess multivariate normality. Mardia’s test revealed that the variables used in analyses examining
number of same-sex friends in the closest circles, positive same-sex best friendship quality, and
negative same-sex best friendship quality were all multivariate normal (all ps > .05).
Missingness
At T1, one participant reported having no closest same-sex friend and thus did not complete
the NRI. Responses for self-reported positive and negative friendship quality were both entered as
‘1’ indicating “not at all,” for this participant. Additionally, at T1, one participant ended her
interview visit early and did not complete the violence exposure or romantic and sexual measures,
though she did complete psychosocial and friendship measures. Five participants were missing a
family violence score due to a change in assessment measure at T1. Otherwise, missing data
included those from girls who were lost to follow up at T2 (N = 12) and T3 (N = 12). Only five
participants who did not attend T2 visit also did not attend T3 visit. Welch two-sample t-tests were
run to assess baseline differences in girls who did and did not attend T2 visit and who did and did
not attend T3 visit. Compared to girls who attended T2 visit, girls who did not attend T2 visit were
older at baseline (T1) (t = 2.43, df = 15.80, M = 13.56 vs. M = 12.81). There were no differences
in T1 pubertal development, exposure to family violence, romantic and sexual engagement or
friendship characteristics for girls who attended T2 compared to girls who did not. There were no
differences between girls who attended T3 and those who did not. The finalfit package (Harrison
et al., 2021) in R was used to examine patterns of missingness and to check for associations
between missing and observed data. Other than the pattern that revealed that T2 variables were
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missing as a function of age, all other data were missing completely at random. There was no
relationship between age at T1 or age at T2 and any close friend measure at T1 or T2, indicating
that the outcome variables are missing at random. Multiple imputation procedures were used to
estimate missing data. Relevant intrapersonal, interpersonal, and contextual auxiliary variables
were included in the multiple imputations to maximize the likelihood that data were missing at
random. One hundred imputed datasets were generated using predictive mean matching in the
MICE program in R (van Buuren & Groothuis-Oudshoorn, 2011). Using MICE, the results of the
imputed datasets were merged into a single dataset by computing the rounded means. The rounded
mean is the most frequently imputed value that occurred across the imputations. Missing values in
the original variables were replaced by the rounded mean, a procedure that has precedent in the
social science literature (Burns et al., 2011). This single dataset was used in all subsequent
analyses.
Descriptive Data
At T1, girls had been exposed to up to four distinct incidents of family violence (M = 1.23,
SD = 1.30). Incidence of witnessing physical and/or verbal domestic violence was the most
frequently endorsed event (56.9%, N = 53). At T1, girls reported having previously engaged in
zero to eight distinct sexual behaviors at least once (M = 1.30, SD = 1.72), with a little less than
half of the sample (45.5%, N = 46) of the girls reporting that they had not yet engaged in any sexual
behavior. At the bivariate level, there was no relationship between exposure to family violence
and early sexual engagement at T1 (r = .00, p = .97).
At T1 and T3, girls reported having up to ten same-sex friends in their closest circles (M =
5.01, SD = 2.40 and M = 4.81, SD = 2.33 respectively). Girls reported having up to nine same-sex
friends in their closest circles at T2 (M = 4.92, SD = 2.27). Girls’ ratings of the positive quality of
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their same-sex best friend relationship were relatively high at all three timepoints. At T1 and T3,
girls’ positive friendship quality ranged from one to five (M = 3.63, SD = 0.92 and M = 3.78, SD
= 0.84, respectively). Ratings of positive relationship quality at T2 were slightly higher with the
lowest rated quality at 1.56 and the highest at five (M = 3.88, SD = 0.76). Overall, girls rated the
negative quality of their closest same-sex friend relationship as fairly low. Where a rating of ‘1’ is
not at all negative, across the sample, scores for negative relationship quality at T1, T2, and T3
were 1.58 (SD = 0.62), 1.59 (SD = 0.58), and 1.67 (SD = 0.69), respectively.
Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations among EFV, ESE, number of
closest same-sex friends and positive and negative best friendship quality at T1, T2, and T3. At
the bivariate level, T1 EFV was negatively related to T1 number of same-sex friends in girls’
closest circles. T1 ESE was related to all close friendship variables at T3. T1 ESE was negatively
related to T3 number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest circles and T3 positive best friendship
quality. T1 ESE was positively related to T3 negative best friendship quality.
The number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest circles at T1, T2, and T3 were all
significantly correlated with one another. Self-reported positive best friendship quality at T1, T2,
and T3 were all significantly correlated with one another. Self-reported negative best friendship
quality at T1, T2, and T3 were all associated with one another. As expected, self-reported positive
and negative best friendship quality were not associated with each other within timepoints. At both
T1 and T3 number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest circles was positively associated with girls’
concurrent ratings of their self-reported positive best friendship quality. There were no concurrent
relationships between the number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest circles and girls’ selfreported negative best friendship quality. Across timepoints, positive associations between selfreported negative best friendship quality at T1 and T2 and self-reported positive best friendship
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quality at T3 were revealed. No other associations between number of same-sex friends in girls’
closest circles and self-reported positive or negative best friendship quality emerged. The pattern
of bivariate associations found among girls’ close same-sex friendships reveal that some
concurrent and longitudinal relationships among the number of girls’ closest circles and their selfreported positive and negative best friendship quality exist. The relative lack of associations
between number of closest same-sex friends and best friendship quality within and across
timepoints also suggests that the nature of tasks associated with navigating multiple close
friendships and those associated with maintaining a high-quality best friendship are distinct.
Assessing Growth
The sample average trajectory and spaghetti plots were plotted for each outcome and
visually assessed for patterns of growth. Following examination of the plots, three latent growth
models were run for each outcome in Mplus Version 8 (Muthén & Muthén, 2017) to examine
whether growth may be best modeled as linear or nonlinear change. Parameters were fixed to
model growth in one linear model and two non-linear models. The first non-linear model reflected
a pattern of steady, but non-linear growth. The second non-linear model reflected a pattern of
growth that increased then decreased. Examination of model fit indices and plots indicated that a
linear model was the best fit to the data for number of same-sex friends in the closest circles and
self-reported negative best friendship quality. Of the three models tested, the linear model for
number of same-sex friends in the closest circles and self-reported negative best friendship quality
had the lowest AIC and BIC. Additionally, the two non-linear models for both variables yielded
errors indicating that the covariance matrices were not positive definite. See Tables 7 and 8 for
model fit indices of number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest circles and negative best friendship
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quality. The linear patterns of growth observed in these two indicators of girls’ close friendships
suggest that these facets may unfold in a more deterministic or steady and continuous process.
Examination of fit indices and plots indicated that positive best friendship quality was not
best modeled as linear growth. Of the three models tested, the linear model had the highest AIC
and BIC, and had unacceptable levels of CFI, TLI, RMSEA, and SRMR. The two non-linear
models that were fit yielded errors indicating that the covariance matrices were not positive definite
(See Table 9). Without a fourth timepoint, I was unable to assess whether growth in girls’ selfreported positive best friendship quality from early to middle adolescence may be best modeled
quadratically. An examination of plots suggests that there was little change in self-reported
positive best friendship quality over time. That is, mean positive best friendship quality remained
high with low variability at all three timepoints. This is not unexpected given that theoretically,
girls’ chosen closest same-sex friend at a given timepoint is also the friend with whom they share
the most positive relationship quality. Additionally, girls were able to choose which of their friends
they deemed closest at each timepoint, regardless whether they deemed that same friend as closest
at a previous timepoint. Indicative of a stochastic growth process, girls’ self-reported positive best
friendship quality may be influenced by factors that are also subject to change (Young et al., 2011).
The specific friend girls chose as closest at a given timepoint and recent interactions with that
friend are both relevant and proximal factors to girls’ perceptions of the positive quality of their
best friendships. Self-reported negative best friendship quality may be more reflective of an
individual-specific, trait-like quality that unfolds over time regardless of recent interactions with a
particular best friend.
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Data Analytic Strategy
The goal of this study was to examine whether exposure to family violence and early sexual
engagement are associated with the development of adolescent girls’ close friendships. Exposure
to family violence was assessed by the number of distinct interpersonal victimization events girls’
witnessed or experienced within their family by the T1 visit. Early sexual engagement was
assessed by the number of distinct sexual behaviors girls had engaged at least once since they were
eight-years old until the T1 visit. Close friendships that were examined include the number of
same-sex friends that girls’ nominated for inclusion in their closest circles and self-reported
negative and positive best friendship quality. I expected that patterns of close friendship
development would differ between girls with greater exposure to family violence and girls with
less exposure to family violence. I expected that patterns of close friendship development would
differ between girls with more extensive early sexual engagement and girls with less extensive
early sexual engagement. Specifically, I expected exposure to family violence and extent of sexual
behavior engagement to be associated with nominating fewer same-sex friends to their closest
circles and a lower quality best friendship during girls’ early adolescence and over time through
their middle adolescence.
To examine these hypotheses, two sets of multilevel models were used. Multilevel models
allow for the examination of within and between individual change over time and are thus wellsuited to examine differences in trajectories of development. One set of models was used to
examine growth in close friendships over time (level 1) as a function of the level 2 predictor,
exposure to family violence. The other set of models was used to examine growth in close
friendships over time (level 1) as a function of the level 2 predictor, early sexual engagement.
Across both sets of models, I examined growth in the same three outcome variables, number of
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same-sex friends in the closest circles, negative best friendship quality, and positive best friendship
quality. Within each set of models, two distinct processes of change were examined.
Growth curve models were used to examine deterministic, continuous change in girls’ close
friendships. Growth curve models were used to examine changes in the level (intercept) and
trajectory of linear growth (slope) of girls’ number of same-sex friends in the closest circle and of
girls’ negative best friendship quality. In the growth curve models, a significant (p < .05) random
intercept effect indicates the presence of differences in the initial levels of girls’ close friend
relationships as a function of the level 2 predictor at hand. A significant fixed slope effect indicates
within-group growth in close friendships over time, regardless of individual differences at level 2.
A significant random slope effect indicates differences in growth in close friendships over time as
a function of the level 2 predictor. An example of this model being used to predict growth in the
number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest circle (NCSF) over time (Wave) and as a function of
girls’ exposure to family violence as measured at T1 (EFV) is below.
Level-1 Model
NCSFti = π0i + π1i*(Waveti) + eti
Level-2 Model
π0i = β00 + β01*(EFVi) + r0i
π1i = β10 + β11*(EFVi) + r1i
Mixed Model
NCSFti = β00 + β01*EFVi + β10*Waveti + β11*EFVi*Waveti + r0i + r1i*Waveti + eti
Multilevel autoregressive models were used to examine more stochastic processes of
change in girls’ close friendships. Unlike growth curve models, multilevel autoregressive models
allow for the examination of more local, rather than overall, processes of change. These models
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are able to examine whether an outcome at a particular timepoint depends on its value at a previous
timepoint (Gistelinck et al., 2021). As preliminary analyses indicated that positive best friendship
quality was not best modeled as linear change, positive best friendship quality was lagged. The
initial measurement or intercept of positive friendship quality was made to predict the intercept of
positive friendship quality as measured at the next timepoint (i.e., T1 to T2). This measurement
was made to predict the intercept of positive friendship quality as measured at the following
timepoint (i.e., T2 to T3). Thus, a significant (p < .05) intercept effect at level 1 is indicative of
whether initial change in positive best friendship quality from one timepoint to the next was
predictive of subsequent change in positive best friendship quality from one timepoint to the next.
When the level 2 predictor of change in the corresponding intercept of positive best friendship
quality is entered, a significant intercept effect at this level indicates that individual differences in
the predictor of interest is associated with change in positive best friendship quality from one
timepoint to the next. An example of this model being used to predict change in positive best friend
relationship quality (PSFQ) from one timepoint to the next as a function of girls’ early sexual
engagement as measured at T1 (ESE) is below.
Level-1 Model
PSFQT2-T3i = π0i + (PSFQT1-T2) + eti
Level-2 Model
π0i = β00 + β01*(ESEi) + r0i
Mixed Model
PSFQT2-T3i = β00 + β01*ESEi + PSFQT1-T2+r0i + eti
Overall, per each predictor – exposure to family violence and early sexual engagement as
measured at T1 – three models assessing growth in girls’ close friendships were run. Growth curve
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models were used to examine patterns in girls’ number of closest same-sex friends and their selfreported negative best friendship quality as a function of each predictor over time. A multilevel
autoregressive model was used to examine change in girls’ self-reported positive best friendship
quality as a function of each predictor over time. Each predictor was group mean centered prior to
analyses. I used the package nlme (Pinheiro et al., 2022) in R to conduct the growth curve models
and package, reghelper (Hughes & Beiner, 2022) to probe significant interactions with a simple
slopes test. I used Mplus Version 8 to conduct the multilevel autoregressive models.
EFV and the Development of Girls’ Close Friendships from Early to Middle Adolescence
Results of the model assessing intercept and slope effects of EFV on the number of samesex friends in girls’ closest circles over time indicated a significant intercept effect and a significant
random slope effect. No fixed slope effect was revealed. EFV was negatively associated with the
number of same-sex friends in girls’ early adolescent (T1) closest circles (B = -0.840, p = .003).
Across the sample, the number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest circles remained relatively
stable over time (p = .565). EFV was positively associated with growth in the number of same-sex
friends in girls’ closest circles over time (B = 0.249, p = .032). Simple slopes analysis revealed
that there was a significant negative linear relationship between number of same-sex friends in the
closest circles and time at low (-1 SD) levels of EFV (b = -0.358, SE = 0.185, p = .05) but not
average or high (+1SD) levels of EFV (ps = .56 and .26) respectively). See Figures 1 and 2 for
visualization of these effects. That is, at baseline, girls with high EFV nominated fewer same-sex
friends for inclusion in their closest circles than girls with low EFV did. Yet unlike the overall
sample and girls with high EFV, whose number of nominated closest same-sex friends remained
relatively stable over time, girls with low EFV nominated fewer same-sex friends for inclusion in
their closest circles over time.
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Results of the model assessing patterns of growth in self-reported negative best friendship
quality as a function of EFV did not reveal any significant intercept effect (p = .540), fixed slope
effect (p = .306), or random slope effect (p = .628). This indicates that girls’ early adolescent
negative best friendship quality did not differ as a function of their EFV. Negative best friendship
quality remained relatively stable over time. The lack of a significant random slope effect indicates
that there were not differences in the development of girls’ negative best friendship quality as a
function of their EFV. See Figure 3 for visualization of this effect. See Table 10 for EFV growth
curve model results. Results of the model assessing whether EFV was predictive of change in selfreported positive best friendship quality from one timepoint to the next did not reveal any
significant effect for EFV. EFV was not predictive of changes in the corresponding intercept of
self-reported positive best friendship quality (p = .142). As expected, initial change in positive best
friendship quality was predictive of subsequent change in positive best friend relationship quality
(p < .001) (See Table 11).
Overall, Hypothesis 1a was partially supported; there were differences in the early to
middle adolescent development of the number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest circle as a
function of EFV. As expected, during girls’ early adolescence, high EFV was associated with girls’
nomination of fewer same-sex friends to their closest circles. Contrary to expectations, high EFV
was not associated with a significant pattern of increase or decrease in the number of same-sex
friends in the closest circle over time. Rather, low EFV was associated with a decrease in the
number of same-sex friends in the closest circle over time. Even though girls with high EFV began
their early adolescence with fewer same-sex friends in their closest circles, by their middle
adolescence, they did not differ from girls with low EFV in the number of same-sex friends in their
closest circles they nominated. Hypothesis 1b was not supported; there were no differences in the
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early to middle adolescent development of girls’ positive or negative same-sex best friendship
quality as a function of EFV.
ESE and the Development of Girls’ Close Friendships from Early to Middle Adolescence
Results of the model assessing growth over time in the number of same-sex friends in girls’
closest circles as a function of their ESE did not indicate a significant intercept effect (p = .970)
nor a significant fixed slope effect (p = .564). A significant random slope effect was revealed. ESE
was negatively associated with growth in the number of same-sex friends in the closest circles over
time (B = -0.359, p = .025). Simple slopes analysis revealed that there was a significant negative
linear relationship between number of same-sex friends in the closest circles and time at higher
levels (1SD) of ESE (b = -0.360, SE = 0.184, p = .05) but not average or lower (-1 SD) levels of
ESE (ps = .56 and .24 respectively). See Figures 4 and 5 for visualization of these effects. That is,
regardless of girls’ ESE, girls did not differ in the number of same-sex friends in the closest circles
they nominated at the baseline visit. Whereas the number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest
circles remained relatively stable over time for the full sample and for girls with less ESE, girls
who had more ESE nominated fewer same-sex friends for inclusion in their closest circles over
time.
Results of the model assessing growth over time in self-reported negative best friendship
quality as a function of ESE did not indicate any significant intercept effect (p = .841) nor a
significant fixed slope effect (p = .240). A significant random slope effect was revealed. ESE was
positively associated with growth in the negative best friendship quality over time (B = 0.111 p =
.022). Simple slopes analysis revealed that there was a significant positive linear relationship
between self-reported negative best friendship quality and time at higher levels (1SD) of ESE (b
= 0.137, SE = 0.056, p = .01) but not average or lower (-1 SD) levels of ESE (ps = .24 and .42)
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respectively). See Figures 6 and 7 for visualization of these effects. That is, regardless of girls’
ESE, girls did not differ in self-reported negative best friendship quality at baseline. Whereas selfreported negative best friendship quality remained relatively stable over time for the full sample
and for girls who had less extensive ESE, girls who had more extensive ESE showed an increase
in the negative quality of their best friendship over time. See Table 12 for ESE growth curve model
results. Results of the model assessing whether ESE was predictive of change in positive best
friendship quality from one timepoint to the next did not reveal any significant effect for ESE. ESE
was not predictive of changes in the corresponding intercept of positive best friendship quality (p
= .131). As expected, initial change in positive best friendship quality was predictive of subsequent
change in positive best friendship quality (p < .001) (See Table 13).
Overall, Hypothesis 2a was supported; there were differences in the early to middle
adolescent development of the number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest circle as a function of
girls’ ESE. Whereas there were no baseline differences in the number of same-sex friends girls
nominated for inclusion in their closest circles as a function of their ESE, more extensive ESE was
associated with a decrease in number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest circles over time. There
was no decrease in number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest circle over time for the overall
sample, indicating that by girls’ middle adolescence, girls with more extensive ESE had fewer
same-sex friends in their closest circles than girls who had less extensive ESE as measured at T1.
Hypothesis 2b was supported; there were differences in the early to middle adolescent
development of girls’ self-reported same-sex best friendship quality as a function of ESE.
Although girls reported similar rates of negative best friendship quality at their baseline
assessment, girls with more extensive ESE showed an increasingly more negative relationship
quality with their same-sex best friend through their middle adolescence. There were no
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differences in the early to middle adolescent development of girls’ positive best friendship quality
as a function of ESE.
CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION
The current study sought to broaden our understanding of how exposure to family violence
and early sexual engagement might affect the early to middle adolescent development of girls’
close friendships with other girls. Differences in girls’ exposure to family violence and early sexual
engagement were each associated with different developmental trajectories of close same-sex
friendships. Girls with high EFV begin their early adolescence reporting fewer closest friends than
girls with low EFV, but by their middle adolescence, those effects are largely attenuated. Whereas
girls with low EFV show a decrease in closest same-sex friends over time, girls with high EFV
show similar rates of closest same-sex friends over time. There was no relationship between EFV
and patterns of girls’ relationship quality with best friends over time.
A different pattern of results emerged for ESE. Close friendships of girls who had more
extensive ESE did not initially differ from those of girls with less extensive ESE. Over time, the
number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest circles and the quality of the best friendship of girls
with less extensive ESE remained relatively unchanged. In contrast, girls with more extensive ESE
reported fewer same-sex friends in their closest circles and perceived a more negative best
friendship quality over time. Together, findings point to time-specific vulnerabilities in healthy
intimacy development for youth with family violence exposure and youth with more extensive
early sexual engagement.
Exposure to Family Violence and Intimacy Development
Novel to this study is the elucidation of different trajectories of number of closest friends
for girls with low and high EFV. During their early adolescence, girls with low EFV initially report
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a greater number of same-sex friends in their closest circles than girls with high EFV, and that
number tends to decrease over time. Girls with high EFV report fewer same-sex friends in their
closest circles than girls with low EFV do. Additionally, girls’ with high EFV reported number of
same-sex closest friends does not significantly change over time. By their middle adolescence,
girls with high EFV are indistinguishable from girls with low EFV in their number of closest
friends, but by way of different developmental pathways.
EFV and Number of Same-Sex Friends in Girls’ Closest Circles
Girls with low EFV began their adolescence with more same-sex friends in their closest
circle than girls with high EFV. Over time, girls with low EFV deemed fewer of their same-sex
friends as being in their closest circles. The friends in girls’ closest circles comprise a subgroup of
a network of about ten close friends that girls were asked to nominate. Most girls named ten friends
in their close network at each measurement occasion. This indicates that while girls continued to
identify a close network of friends, the number of same-sex friends they deemed as closest among
that group decreased over time.
Researchers have previously noted an age-related decrease in the number of friends in
adolescents’ close network but have not yet examined age-related shifts in adolescents’ circle of
closest friends (Urberg et al., 1995; Cantin & Boivin, 2004). In the Urberg et al. (1995) study,
authors found that compared to younger high school-aged adolescents, older adolescents
nominated fewer friends for inclusion in their close friend network over time. The decrease in the
size of older adolescents’ close friend network was also accompanied by a higher percentage of
reciprocated friendship nominations than that observed in younger adolescents’ networks. Urberg
et al. (1995) suggested that the simultaneous decrease in number of close friends and increase in
friendship reciprocity for older adolescents is indicative of increased maturation-related capacities
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for friendship selectivity on indices of liking and intimacy. Similarly, Cantin & Boivin (2004)
found an age and school transition-related decrease in the number of friends early adolescents
nominated to their close friend network. However, there was an increase in number of friend
nominations the following year. Compared to adolescents’ ratings of their friendships in 6th grade,
in 7th grade youth showed a decrease in the levels of companionship and an increase in the levels
of instrumental, informational, and emotional support they receive from their close network
friends. Levels of perceived support from friends were maintained from 7th to 8th grade. Cantin
& Boivin (2004) pose the possibility that following the transition to 7th grade, early adolescents
decrease their engagement with more casual friends and deepen their engagement with close
network friends who provide support. Cantin & Boivin (2004) interpret these network changes as
a coping mechanism to manage the stressors of transitioning to a new school. This interpretation
stands in contrast to that of Urberg et al. (1995) who interpret the network changes they observed
as functions of adolescents’ older age and greater social-cognitive maturity. Regardless, both
studies align to suggest that a decrease in close friends over time may be indicative of processes
related to normative or expected adolescent intimacy development. Although their findings are
suggestive of this possibility, neither study’s findings speak directly to this theoretical supposition.
Contrary to the findings of Urberg et al. (1995) and Cantin & Boivin (2004) the number of
friends girls nominated to their close friend network appeared to remain relatively unchanged in
this study. The current study extends previous findings by distinguishing adolescents’ subgroup of
closest friends from their larger network of close friends. This distinction allowed for the revelation
of a developmental trend in close friendships for girls with low EFV. As girls with low EFV get
older, they consider fewer of the same-sex friends within their network to be among the closest of
their friends. The examination of changes over time in the number of same-sex (versus total)
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friends within girls’ closest subgroup of friends may be of particular importance to understanding
early to middle adolescent girls’ intimacy development.
Overall, the waning of friendship cliques (Poulin & Chan, 2010) and increases in capacities
and emphasis on psychological intimacy (Cantin & Boivin, 2004; Buhrmester & Furman, 1987)
may render teens more discerning about who truly is a closest friend. For example, starting in early
adolescence youth begin to develop their closest relationships with friends who are like themselves
in school competence, physical aggression, and peer acceptance (Hartl et al., 2015). Over time,
adolescents minimize their engagement with peers who are dissimilar to themselves. In the case
of girls with low EFV, nominating fewer same-sex friends to their closest circles over time may
not reflect a negative development of girls’ close friendships. With maturation and increased
experience with navigating multiple intimate friendships, it is possible that girls with low EFV
become more discerning about who qualifies as a closest friend. More research is needed to
examine this possibility.
Like girls with low EFV, girls with high EFV were able to nominate ten friends in their
close network at each measurement occasion. However, compared to girls with low EFV, during
their early adolescence, girls with high EFV identified fewer same-sex friends in their network as
belonging to their closest subgroup of friends. This finding is aligned with that of Negriff et al.
(2019) who found that youth with maltreatment histories reported fewer friends in their social
network than comparison youth without a history of maltreatment. Exposure to family violence
appears to be a risk factor for early adolescent girls’ expected transition to friendships
characterized by novel forms of intimacy. At a time when adolescent girls are theorized to expand
their networks of closest friends (Sullivan, 1953), girls with high EFV are not doing so. Elucidating
and understanding this initial transition to having a number of closest same-sex friends has been
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largely ignored; however, it may be a salient feature of early adolescent intimacy development.
More empirical work is needed to further identify expected expansions and transitions in early
adolescent girls’ closest friend circles and related correlates.
Unlike girls with low EFV, the number of friends girls with high EFV nominated in their
closest circles remained relatively unchanged through their middle adolescence. As this study did
not assess stability of friendships, the implications of these patterns for understanding intimacy
development in adolescent girls with high and low EFV are unclear. Of note, it is unlikely that
having a similar number of closest friends over time for girls with greater EFV reflects group
differences in friendship stability. Though girls may have sustained some close friendships, no
more than half of adolescent’s friendships are stable in the short or long-term (Meter & Card, 2016;
Poulin & Chan, 2010).
Like girls with low EFV, girls with high EFV could also become more selective or
discerning in their closest same-sex friendships over time. But because they began their early
adolescence with fewer closest same-sex friends, maturation or discernment-related changes in
their selection of closest same-sex friends may not be reflected in a decrease in number of samesex friends they deemed closest. It is also possible that childhood EFV may have sensitized girls
to concerns about trust and intimacy at an early age (Finklehor, 2008; Weinfeld et al., 2000;
Weymouth et al., 2019) or negatively impacted core competencies related to views of self or other
(e.g., Finklehor, 2008; Negriff et al., 2019; Trickett & Negriff, 2011). Accordingly, girls with high
EFV may approach nascent intimacy development tasks and close friendships with more
discernment or wariness than girls who were exposed to fewer of those experiences. It is also
possible that high EFV girls’ initial discernment or wariness may remain relatively unchanged
over time. The relative lack of change in the number of friends they deem closest may reflect
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unyielding discernment. In contrast, low EFV girls may become more discerning about what it
means for a friend to be close with time, maturation, and experience in friendships. More research
is needed to understand the processes and standards for evaluating intimate friendships at different
ages among family violence-exposed girls.
Overall, EFV is associated with a different pattern in the development of girls’ close friend
networks, as measured by the number of same-sex friends girls feel closest to over time. The
question of why that difference emerges needs additional research. More research is also needed
to examine the role of timing on close friend development for girls with greater EFV. Trajectories
of close friend development from middle to late adolescence may differ from that of early to middle
adolescence. If a decrease in the number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest circles is indeed
more reflective of normative adolescent intimacy development, further investigation into factors
and processes associated with the relative lack of change in the number of closest friends observed
in girls with greater EFV is warranted.
EFV and Best Friendship Quality
Whereas EFV was associated with the number of girls’ closest same-sex friends, it was not
associated with the quality of girls’ best friendships at early adolescence or over time. Associations
between EFV and youth’s perceptions of their best friendship quality continue to be mixed across
the literature. The current findings align with others who have not found associations between
interpersonal violence exposure and youth ratings of intimacy in their best friend relationships
during middle adolescence (Miller et al., 2014; Harding, 2008). However, they contrast with that
of Flynn and coauthors (2014) who found an association between child maltreatment and poor
friend relationship quality from early to middle adolescence.
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Differences in the operationalization of violence exposure, measurement of best friend
relationship quality, and ages of youth assessed may underlie these mixed findings. For example,
the only study that revealed longitudinal associations between cumulative experiences of child
maltreatment and poor early-mid adolescent and mid-late adolescent friend relationship quality
operationalized friend relationship quality as youth’s perceived positive and negative
representations of their general friendships (Flynn et al., 2014). Perceived best friendship quality
and perceived representations of general friendships both rely on youth’s perceptions of the quality
of their relationships. However, perceived representations of general friendship quality and
perceived friendship quality that is anchored to a particular friend or friends differ markedly. Miller
et al. (2014) anchored positive friendship quality to a specific best friend and did not find
longitudinal associations between severity of child maltreatment prior to age 12 and best friend
relationship quality at age 16. Harding (2008) did not find significant associations in his crosssectional examination of early to late adolescents’ reported exposure to neighborhood violence and
friendship closeness. In this study, Harding (2008) defined adolescent friendship closeness as a
composite score of behavioral indices of the time youth spent with each of up to five of their closest
same-sex friends. The lack of associations found between positive quality of youth’s best
friendship or extent of time spent with youth’s group of closest friends and multiple forms of
violence exposure may be a function of friend selection. Adolescents choose their friends.
Additionally, by definition, a best friend or group of closest friends reflect youth’s most positive
friend relationships. As positive and negative best friendship quality each have bearing on girls’
wellbeing yet are distinct features of girls’ relationships (Rose & Rudolph, 2006), it may be
worthwhile for researchers to continue to examine trajectories of positive and negative best friend
relationship quality as a function of youth’s EFV. Although the current study did not reveal
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associations to positive or negative best friendship quality as a function of EFV, empirical
questions remain about the potential role of friend selection on girls’ self-reported best friendship
quality.
That EFV showed unique patterns of associations with different aspects of same-sex
intimacy is noteworthy. The competencies required to navigate a chosen subgroup of closest
friends and those required to maintain best friendships during early adolescence appear to overlap
and differ. Best friendships are not novel during early adolescence, though they are expected to
become more intimate than they were in childhood (Buhrmester & Furman, 1987). In fact, Sullivan
(1953) argues that engagement in preadolescent best friendships is what precedes youth’s
transition to close same-sex friend groups in early adolescence. Although early adolescent girls
may face new challenges as they develop a progressively more intimate relationship with their best
friend, it is unlikely that basic tasks associated with engaging in a high-quality best friendship are
just emerging (Berndt, 2004). Baseline differences in best friend relationship quality and
differences in subsequent trajectories as a function of EFV may be observed at an earlier age, when
navigating positive and negative features of a same-sex best friendship are more novel. Research
is needed to elucidate trajectories of girls’ perceived best friendship quality from middle childhood
to early adolescence for girls with EFV. Alternately, the methodological limitations inherent in
girls’ reported perceptions of the positive and negative quality of their most positive friendship
may be a critical factor in understanding the lack of observed differences in friendship quality over
time and as a function of EFV. Ratings of girls’ most positive friend relationship will almost
inevitably lead to high positive and low negative ratings, as was observed in the current study. It
is possible that objective ratings of these friendships (e.g., researcher observation, other report)
would reveal within and between group differences in friendship quality where self-ratings do not.
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More research is needed to examine potential discrepancies between the way violence
exposed adolescents may be perceiving their relationships with their peers versus their peers’
perception of their relationship with a violence exposed adolescent. Nonetheless, findings from
this study suggest that preadolescent exposure to family violence may confer age-specific
vulnerabilities to expected trajectories of close same-sex friendship development. More research
is needed to elucidate mechanisms and outcomes associated with close friendship development for
girls with high EFV from early childhood to late adolescence. Additional questions regarding the
role of friend selection in adolescent girls’ intimacy development processes remain. For example,
it would be important to know the extent to which the friends with whom girls are engaging, are
engaging in prosocial, age-typical versus delinquent, age-precocious, or antisocial activities, a risk
for youth with interpersonal violence exposure histories (Trickett et al., 2011). Ongoing (versus
early or lifetime) exposure to family violence or exposures to community violence and peer
victimization may differentially impact girls’ ability and/or desire to engage in close friendships
from their early to middle adolescence. More research is needed to examine developmental
trajectories of various facets of girls’ close friendships as a function of different forms of violence
exposure. Regardless of the nature of early experiences to which girls have been exposed, research
on girls’ interpersonal and intimacy-related motivations, skills, and other protective factors is
needed to best direct interventions that support girls’ healthy development. Examining trajectories
of close friendship development from mid-late childhood to early adolescence may help further
inform timing and target of intervention efforts.
Early Sexual Engagement and Intimacy Development
The results of this study provide initial evidence that more extensive early sexual
engagement might negatively affect girls’ early to middle adolescent intimacy development with
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close same-sex friends. Associations between ESE and close friendships were not apparent during
girls’ early adolescence but emerged over time. During early adolescence, girls did not differ in
their number of closest same-sex friends or best friendship quality as a function of their ESE to
date. Similarly, Neeman and coauthors (1995) revealed concurrent positive associations between
early romantic engagement and social competence. The results of the current study and those of
Neeman et al. (1995) suggest that there may be a neutral to positive association between early
adolescent girls’ concurrent interpersonal or close friend functioning and ESE, regardless of the
extent of their engagement.
Less Extensive ESE and Girls’ Close Friendship Development
Over time, the number of same-sex friends in the closest circles and best friendship quality
remained relatively unchanged for girls with less extensive ESE. This indicates that through their
middle adolescence, girls with less extensive ESE continued to deem a similar number of samesex friends in their close network as belonging to their closest friend circles. It is possible that in
the context of extensive early adolescent romantic and sexual engagement, girls’ maintenance of
a similarly sized subgroup of closest same-sex friends is reflective of their ongoing engagement
with close same-sex friends. Girls’ ongoing engagement with close same-sex friends from early to
middle adolescence may be protective against the disruption to time spent and involvement with
close same-sex friends extensive romantic or sexual engagement may yield (Zimmer-Gembeck,
2002). It also remains possible that a decrease in the number of close friends is reflective of
normative or expected intimacy development for adolescent girls (Urberg et al., 1995; Cantin &
Boivin, 2004). In which case, the observed relative lack of change over time in the number of girls’
closest same-sex friends may be indicative of the presence of additional potential disruptors to
girls’ early to middle adolescent intimacy development. More research is needed to examine

53
potential mechanisms and outcomes associated with this pattern of close friend development for
adolescent girls who engage in age-normative, less extensive sexual behaviors.
Girls with less extensive ESE also perceived similar levels of positive and negative best
friendship quality over time. The traditional developmental literature suggests that the positive
quality of best friendships is expected to increase over time (Parker & Gottman, 1989; Buhrmester
& Furman, 1987) until the point in which romance and sexuality become salient developmental
tasks during middle and late adolescence (Camirand & Poulin, 2019). On the other hand, more
recent research with Black and African American early adolescent girls suggests that early to
middle adolescent trajectories of best friend relationship quality may differ from expected
trajectories of development depending on the specific constructs used to rate relationship quality
(Meyer, 2011). More nuanced examinations of perceived positive and negative best friend
relationship quality are needed to elucidate expected trajectories of close friendships for
metropolitan-area and majority Black and African American samples of early adolescent girls.
More Extensive ESE and Girls’ Close Friendship Development
In contrast to girls with less extensive ESE, after their initial visit, girls with more extensive
ESE were observed to nominate fewer friends for inclusion in their closest circles and report more
negative perceptions of their best friendship quality over time. Similarly, the positive association
Neeman et al. (1995) found between early adolescent romantic engagement and concurrent social
competence did not hold for social competence measured in later adolescence. Together, my
findings and those by Neeman et al., (1995) suggest that indices of positive psychosocial
adjustment may not be sustained through middle adolescence for youth who have engaged in more
extensive early romantic and/or sexual experiences. After their early adolescence and over time,
girls with more extensive ESE appear to deem fewer of their same-sex close friends as belonging
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to their subgroup of closest friends. Regardless of ESE, girls generally nominated ten friends in
their network at each timepoint. Therefore, it does not appear that the decrease in number of samesex friends in girls’ closest circles is reflective of a decrease in friends in girls’ close network. The
trajectory of number of closest same-sex friends observed in girls with more extensive ESE differs
from that observed in girls with less extensive sexual engagement. Potential reasons for this
difference have yet to be empirically examined.
Prevailing theories of intimacy development emphasize the progressive nature of
interpersonal development. To date, research on associations between adolescent friendships and
romantic relationships has focused on how the former shapes the latter (Kochendorder & Kerns,
2017; Zimmer-Gembeck et al., 2004; Hebert et al., 2013; Schacter et al., 2019; Kochendorfer &
Kerns, 2020). However, no current empirical or theoretical literature speaks to the ways off-time
or precocious romantic and sexual engagement impacts the development of intimacy in close
same-sex friendships. The current study adds to this body of literature to suggest that ESE affects
the course of girls’ friendship intimacy from early to middle adolescence. Empirical questions
remain as to the mechanisms by which ESE or intimacy in off-time romantic relationships disrupts
trajectories of intimacy development in same-sex friendships. Research is also needed to clarify
why differences in close friend development emerge over time, as sexual behavior becomes more
common across all teens, and not during early adolescence, when extensive sexual engagement is
atypical.
Nascent engagement in romance and sexuality typically begins during early adolescence
(Connolly & McIssac, 2009). Notably, early adolescent engagement in romance and sexuality is
not inherently risky (e.g., Williams et al. 2008). However, extensive engagement in these domains
is developmentally off-time (Furman & Collibee, 2014) and is associated with an array of
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outcomes associated with risk (Davila, 2008; Connolly & McIssac, 2009; Lansford et al., 2014;
Furman et al., 2009; CDC, 2019b). Whether girls engage in a number of distinct sexual behaviors
in casual or serious relationships or with the same or multiple partners, ESE may be indicative of
age-atypical time or interest directed at romance and sexuality. Extensive time or interest young
adolescent girls direct at romance and sexuality may subvert critical intimacy development-related
tasks that occur within their nascent close same-sex friendships (see Zimmer-Gembeck, 2002 for
review).
Be it a function of time spent or the social environment, early and extensive engagement
in the romantic and sexual domains may render girls vulnerable to alienation from mainstream
peer culture and related developmental tasks. It is unlikely that the decrease in the number of samesex friends girls identify as closest is reflective of positive intimacy development processes. It is
possible that the observed decrease in the number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest circles over
time reflects girls’ simultaneous rejection and self-selection away from typically developing peers.
In this case, the sexual double standard may be particularly relevant for girls with extensive ESE
and their close friendships with same-sex peers. For example, early adolescent girls’ engagement
in age-atypical, heavy behaviors such as sexual intercourse is associated with subsequent peer
rejection. Boys’ engagement in the same behaviors are associated with increases in peer
acceptance (Kreager et al., 2016). Factors associated with peer selection and girls’ preference for
befriending other girls with similar sexual experience may also be relevant (Trinh et al., 2019).
Trinh et al. (2019) found that adolescent girls who engaged in extensive sexual behaviors
subsequently selected friends who were sexually similar to themselves. They also nominated fewer
friends than girls who had less extensive sexual engagement. Trinh et al. (2019) proposed that one
reason for girls’ sexual homophily may be their pursuit of acceptance and understanding from
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similarly-situated peers and their avoidance of judgement and negative evaluation by peers who
had less extensive sexual engagement than themselves. Research is needed to examine additional
factors associated with peer rejection, peer selection, and expectations and behaviors within the
larger social network for girls who have engaged in early and extensive sexual behaviors. Research
is also needed to examine other potential mechanisms underlying the decrease in girls’ closest
friend nominations. For example, it is possible that the observed decrease in closest friends is
similarly reflective of developmental trends related to maturation, greater discernment, and
increased experience in intimate relationships observed in girls with low EFV.
Girls with more extensive ESE showed an increase in negative best friendship quality after
their early adolescence. Change in positive best friendship quality as a function of extensive ESE
was not observed. Features related to girls’ ESE may particularly sensitize girls to the negative
facets of their best friendships – conflict and criticism (Zimmer-Gembeck, 2002). Girls’ extensive
ESE may signal precocious interest in romantic intimacy at a time when friends are typically the
primary targets of intimacy. Intimacy is not expected to be a feature of romantic and sexual
relationships until middle and late adolescence (Furman & Shaffer, 1999; Simon et al., 2000;
Kobak et al., 2007). Furthermore, in heterosexual relationships, age-atypical romantic
relationships and extensive sexual engagement are more likely to occur in early-developing girls
(Baams et al., 2015) and with older male partners (Gowen et al., 2004). Thus, the intimacy-related
skills girls may be learning and using in their off-time romantic and sexual relationships may not
be applicable or even detrimental to use in intimate relationships with close girl friends. Intimacyrelated features and longitudinal associations to the positive and negative quality of early
adolescent girls’ off-time romantic relationships have yet to be examined. Research is needed to
examine the ways girls may apply the skills and experiences they gain in their precocious romantic
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and sexual relationships to their engagement in close same-sex friendships over time. Research is
also needed to examine associations between positive and negative qualities of girls’ off-time
romantic and sexual relationships and subsequent trajectories of the positive and negative quality
of their close same-sex friendships.
A preponderance of evidence suggests that girls’ off-time sexual engagement is a negative
one for young adolescents (e.g., Davila, 2008; Connolly & McIssac, 2009; Negriff et al., 2011;
Negriff, 2020). Precocious romantic and sexual engagement in young Black girls and girls from
metropolitan areas and urban environments rings additional concerns about race-related inequities
in unplanned pregnancies and STIs (Martin et al., 2019; CDC, 2019) and their long-term negative
impact on girls’ physical and mental health (Patel & Sen, 2012) and socioeconomic standing (e.g.,
lower educational attainment and intergenerational transmission of poverty; Assini-Meytin &
Green, 2015). Findings from this study suggest that the potential impact of precocious engagement
on girls’ intimacy development is also of concern. It is unlikely that an increase in perceived
negative best friendship quality and a decrease in the number of same-sex friends deemed to be in
girls’ closest circles over time is indicative of positive developmental trends for girls with
extensive ESE. More research is urgently needed to reveal associations between adolescent
intimacy development and indices of interpersonal health and wellbeing for girls who have
engaged in extensive early romantic and sexual experiences.
Clinical Implications
Results of the current study suggest that clinicians, educators, policy makers, and girls and
their families should remain mindful of the ways that early EFV and extensive ESE may impact
normative intimacy development within girls’ close friendships. Interventions targeting features
that may make navigating nascent close friendships difficult such as trust, conflict resolution skills,
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and communication skills are needed for girls who have been exposed to family violence and who
have engaged in early, extensive sexual experiences. Strengths-based approaches including
assessing and leveraging girls’ current interpersonal skills and bolstering their strengths and
motivations to engage with close same-sex friends is also indicated. Increasing and bolstering
opportunities for youth to engage in prosocial activities with same-sex peers may also support their
healthy intimacy development. Continuing to educate adolescents’ families about normative
developmental transitions related to changing peer relationships may help them to find a balance
among managing safety, bolstering the parent-child relationship, and supporting adolescents’
intimacy development needs with friends.
On a systemic level, efforts must continue to be directed at disrupting violence exposure,
including that of racial and gendered violence. Efforts related to lowering girls’ risk of engaging
in extensive, off-time romantic and sexual relationships and increasing the likelihood of girls’
engagement in healthy, age-typical romantic and sexual relationships continue to be needed. Early
and ongoing education to youth of all genders related to sexual and relationship health topics
including consent, autonomy, pleasure, desire, and mutuality can support these efforts. Finally, the
legacy of U.S. slavery and subsequent outcomes related to intergenerational trauma, cycles of
poverty and violence, and the adultification and hypersexualization of Black girls remains
important context to critically examine. We are all responsible for rejecting notions of essentialism
and raising our critical consciousness about the ways the intersections of systems of race, gender,
and class, among others, may impact girls’ interpersonal development from early childhood to
adolescence and through their adulthood.
Overall, findings from this study suggest that interventions designed to support girls’
healthy intimacy development need to be proffered well before girls’ early adolescence. Given the
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variability in girls’ home environment and differences in exposures to family violence and other
forms of interpersonal violence, school is an excellent place for interpersonal development
interventions and related supports to be offered. However, we must remain mindful of issues
related to systemic oppression and work to enact equity and justice in our interactions with all
girls.
Limitations and Future Directions
The current study has several strengths. Use of multilevel modeling allowed for a
developmentally sensitive examination of the potential role of EFV and ESE on the development
of girls’ close friendships. Rather than simply looking at point-in-time associations between
potential disruptors and measures of close friendships, use of this methodology revealed
differences in trajectories of intimacy development for girls with greater and less EFV and for girls
with more and less extensive ESE. Additionally, the inclusion of multiple forms of close friend
relationships afforded the opportunity to examine the development of different aspects of girls’
intimacy development. Examining these forms of intimacy during early to middle adolescence, a
sensitive time for these developments, is another strength of this study. The sample also included
a narrow age-span, which afforded a more developmentally-sensitive interpretation of the data.
Differential findings associated with the number of same-sex friends in the closest circles and
quality of best same-sex friend relationship underscore the need to continue to examine girls’ close
friend network and relationships therein at various levels of closeness (Furman & Simon, 1998).
Despite its strengths, this study is not without its limitations. Although girls’ intimacy with friends
was assessed using multiple measures of friendships, girls’ nomination of their closest friends and
the positive and negative quality of their best friendship were self-reported. Girls’ perceptions of
their relationships are meaningful. Yet assessing girls’ relationships using others’ ratings and
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objective report may reveal points of convergence or divergence among reporters. Given the nature
of the ways EFV and extensive ESE are theorized to impact interpersonal development, possible
discrepancies between an adolescents’ report and those of her friends or outside observers are
likely important to attend to.
Additionally, girls’ reported perception of their best friendship quality may have
particularly impacted growth of positive friendship quality. Girls’ ratings of the positive quality of
their relationship with their best friends were relatively high and showed little differentiation at
each timepoint, likely making it difficult to detect differences, if they exist. By definition, a girls’
best friend is the friend with whom they share the most positive relationship. Furthermore, girls
were able to choose whomever they deemed as their best friend at the time of each assessment;
they did not have to choose a person they previously deemed as their best friend or even a person
who was previously in their close friend network. Researchers may gain from examining patterns
in best friendship quality over time as a function of stability. Having girls rate the positive and
negative quality of their relationship with the same best friend they originally nominated may
reveal critical information about processes related to growth, maintenance, and dissolution of close
friendships.
Whereas findings related to EFV are important, different measures and lifetime versus
ongoing experiences of interpersonal violence likely impacts intimacy development in close friend
relationships in different ways. More research is needed to understand the mechanisms by which
timing and accumulation of different forms of violence exposure may impact various processes
related to adolescents’ intimacy development. For example, to the extent that exposure to
community violence may serve as a proxy for neighborhood and school level resources, parent and
youth concerns about delinquent and antisocial behaviors and influential peers may impact
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adolescents’ feelings of trust and safety and time spent with peers, thus potentially impacting
intimacy development. Additionally, other measures including the extent of romantic engagement,
number and age of romantic and sexual partners, and length of time in dating relationships could
have been used to assess ESE. The strength in using a count of sexual engagement is that this
measure went from more to less developmentally typical and that any sexual behavior engagement
is meaningful at this developmental level. Still, use of a count variable may have obscured
meaningful social, psychological, and physical differences associated with engagement in holding
hands and kissing and making out and giving oral sex, for example. Additionally, a little less than
half of the sample had not yet engaged in any sexual behavior by their early adolescent assessment.
Future researchers may benefit from oversampling for girls with extensive early romantic and
sexual engagement experiences and for continuing to consider developmentally-sensitive ways to
assess romantic and sexual engagement in young adolescents.
Future researchers interested in examining trajectories of intimacy development in youth
who have been exposed to family violence and youth who are engaging in age-precocious romantic
and sexual behaviors would benefit from using a larger sample and examining growth in close
friend relationships over at least four measurement occasions. A larger sample would allow for the
inclusion of additional level 2 covariates or predictors. The current study was underpowered to
examine factors such as age, pubertal development, median family income, maternal education,
biological father in the household, or census tract, factors which have the potential to differentially
impact close friend relationship development. More research is needed to examine the extent to
which trajectories of close friendship development are differentially shaped by exposure to family
violence and early sexual engagement above and beyond related sociodemographic factors. A
larger sample would also offer the power to examine how changing or time-varying EFV and ESE
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may impact adolescent intimacy development. It is possible that adolescent intimacy development
processes may differ as a function of youth’s lifetime, preadolescent EFV versus more proximal
or ongoing EFV during their adolescence. Similarly, patterns in girls’ romantic and sexual
engagement over time may differentially impact the development of their close friendships over
time, particularly as extensive romantic and sexual engagement becomes more normative over the
course of adolescence. Additional timepoints would better allow for the examination of adolescent
intimacy development processes as non-linear change. Elucidating differences in early adolescent
intimacy development as a function of girls’ early experiences and relationships is an important
step in understanding these critical developmental processes. However, assessing short and longterm outcomes associated with varying trajectories can also help reveal potential mediating effects
of intimate friendships on risk, health, and wellbeing for girls who have been exposed to family
violence and who have engaged in precocious romantic and sexual experiences.
While the current study elucidated different trajectories of intimacy development for
metropolitan-area adolescent girls with varied experiences of violence exposure and engagement
in the romantic and sexual domain, findings may not apply to boys. Additionally, many of the girls
in the study identified as heterosexual or interested in mostly boys, and at the baseline assessment,
all endorsed that they identified as a girl. Gender and sexuality are particularly relevant to the
examination of adolescents’ experiences of interpersonal and systemic violence, their engagement
in early romantic and sexual experiences, and their engagement in same and other sex or gender
friendships. More research is needed to understand intimacy development processes in boys and
sexual and gender diverse youth.
Conclusion
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Despite its limitations, this study adds to the existing literature by elucidating different
trajectories of intimacy development in close friendships for girls with more and less exposure to
family violence and girls who have engaged in more and less extensive early sexual behaviors.
This study is among the first to reveal that exposure to family violence and precocious sexual
engagement both confer age-specific vulnerabilities for girls’ expected intimacy development
from early to middle adolescence. Girls whose intimacy and close relationships schemas and skills
are shaped by early exposure to negative experiences within the family environment may face
difficulty accomplishing early to middle adolescent intimacy development tasks as expected.
Girls’ age-precocious sexual engagement may be the start of a developmental cascade of
difficulties in early to middle adolescent close same-sex friendships.
Overall, findings highlight the potential for childhood exposure to family violence and offtime romantic and sexual engagement to disrupt same-sex intimacy during a critical developmental
period. Efforts to eliminate interpersonal and systemic violence and their role in girls’ precocious
sexual engagement continue to be needed. Interventions designed to support the development of
girls’ healthy interpersonal expectations and competencies within and outside the family need to
be proffered well before adolescence. Supporting girls’ prosocial engagement with other girls
throughout their childhood and adolescence is also indicated. More research is needed to examine
mechanisms and longitudinal outcomes associated with varying trajectories of adolescent girls’
intimacy development. Use of a systems approach to examine intimacy-related processes among
girls’ familial, close friend, and romantic and sexual relationships across various stages of youth
development continue to be needed.
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APPENDIX A: TABLES

Table 1.
Baseline (T1) Demographic Characteristics
Characteristics (N = 93)
Age M (SD)
Median Household Income
N (%) Below Median Detroit Household
Income (i.e., $26,249)
N (%) Lives in Two-Caregiver Household
Racial/Ethnic Identity N (%)
Black/African American
White/Caucasian
Latina American
Middle Eastern
Biracial – Unspecified
Other – Unspecified
Romantic/Sexual Interest N (%)
Mostly Boys
Mostly Girls
Both Boys and Girls

12.48 (1.16)
$32,000
41 (44.1%)
44 (47.3%)
72 (77.4%)
11 (11.8%)
2 (2.2%)
2 (2.2%)
2 (2.2%)
4 (4.3%)
88 (96.4%)
0 (0%)
5 (5.4%)

-0.00
-0.31
-0.17
-0.07
-0.08
0.04
0.11
0.07
-0.02
0.04
1.23
1.30
0
5
0-4

1. T1 EFV

2. T1 ESE

3. T1 Close Friends

4. T2 Close Friends

5. T3 Close Friends

6. T1 Positive Quality

7. T2 Positive Quality

8. T3 Positive Quality

9. T1 Negative Quality

10. T2 Negative Quality

11 T3 Negative Quality

Mean

SD

Minimum

Maximum

Possible Range

0-8

11

0

1.72

1.30

0.34

0.17

0.11

-0.24

0.07

-0.03

-0.42

-0.18

-0.19

--

2.

0-12

10

0

2.40

5.01

0.04

0.07

0.04

0.11

0.13

0.36

0.45

0.46

--

3.

0-12

9

0

2.27

4.92

0.01

0.04

0.06

0.10

0.09

0.12

0.65

--

4.

0-12

10

0

2.33

4.81

-0.08

-0.05

-0.03

0.27

0.05

0.16

--

5.

1-5

5.0

1.0

0.92

3.63

0.17

0.11

0.14

0.21

0.42

--

6.

1-5

5.0

1.6

0.76

3.88

0.15

0.14

-0.03

0.32

--

7.

0.46

--

9.

1-5

5.0

1.0

0.84

3.78

1-5

4.0

1.0

0.62

1.58

-0.06 0.41

0.21

0.23

--

8.

1-5

4.3

1.0

0.58

1.59

0.48

--

10.

1-5

4.2

1.0

0.69

1.67

--

11.

Note. Correlations and descriptives run using multiple imputed database; EFV – Exposure to Family Violence; ESE
= Early Sexual Engagement; Close Friends = Number of same-sex friends in closest circle; Positive Quality =
Positive best friend relationship quality; Negative Quality = Negative best friend relationship quality; italic type = p
<0.05, boldface type = p < 0.01, boldface italic type = p < 0.001;

1.

Main study variables

T2. Correlations and Descriptive Statistics of Primary Study Variables (N = 93)
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Table 2.

Correlations and Descriptive Statistics of Primary Study Variables
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Table 3.
T1 Exposure to Family Violence (EFV) Descriptive Statistics
Characteristics
EFV M (SD) N = 93 ^
Types of EFV N (% endorsed)

1.23 (1.30)

Physical Abuse N = 92 2 (2.2%)
Emotional or Verbal Abuse N = 88 15 (16.1%)
Sexual Abuse N = 93 17 (18.3%)
Emotional Neglect N = 88 24 (25.8%)
Witnessing Physical or Verbal Domestic Violence N = 92 53 (56.9%)
Witnessing Physical Domestic Violence N = 92 19 (20.4%)
Witnessing Verbal Domestic Violence N = 88 46 (49.5%)
Note. ^ = descriptive statistics run using final, multiple imputed database
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Table 4.
T1 Romantic and Sexual Behavior Engagement
Characteristics (N = 92)
Number of Romantic or
Sexual Partners M (SD)
Extent of Sexual Behavior
Engagement M (SD) N =93 ^
Extent of Sexual Behavior
Engagement for girls who
have engaged in ≥
1 behavior N =47 M (SD) ^
Ever Sexual Behavior
Engagement N (% yes)

Range or Behavior
0-6

1.25 (1.47)

0-8

1.30 (1.72)

1-8

2.57 (1.60)

No sexual behavior engagement ^
46 (45.5%)
Holding Hands
41 (44.6%)
Cuddling
22 (23.9%)
Kissing
31 (33.7%)
Making Out
18 (19.4%)
Intimate Touching Above the
6 (6.5%)
Clothes
Intimate Touching Beneath the
4 (4.3%)
Clothes
Giving Manual/Genital Stimulation 2 (2.2%)
Receiving Manual/Genital
2 (2.2%)
Stimulation
Giving Oral/Genital Stimulation
0 (0%)
Receiving Oral/Genital Stimulation 0 (0%)
Sexual Intercourse
2 (2.2%)
Note. ^ = descriptive statistics run using final, multiple imputed database
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Table 5.
Gender Composition of Friends in Girls’ Close Network and Closest Circles
Characteristics
Friends in Girls’ Close Network M (SD)
Girl Friends in Girls’ Close Network M (SD)
Boy Friends in Girls’ Close Network M (SD)
Friends in Girls’ Closest Circles M (SD)
Girl Friends in Girls’ Closest Circles M (SD)
Boy Friends in Girls’ Closest Circles M (SD)

T1 (N=93)
9.47 (1.68)
7.06 (1.97)
2.49 (1.58)
6.37 (2.51)
5.01 (2.40)
1.35 (1.39)

T2 (N=81)
9.58 (1.32)
7.00 (1.74)
2.62 (1.47)
6.32 (2.62)
4.92 (2.46)
1.42 (1.18)

T1 (N = 92)

T2 (N = 81)

T3 (N=82)
9.48 (1.73)
6.68 (2.07)
2.77 (1.53)
6.45 (2.68)
4.73 (2.39)
1.67 (1.47)

Table 6.
Same-Sex Best Friend Characteristics
Characteristics
How do you know one another? N (%)

T3 (N = 82)

School 73 (79.3%) 61 (75.3%)
64 (78.1%)
Neighborhood 12 (13.0%) 7 (8.6%)
6 (7.3%)
Organized Activity Outside of School 4 (4.3%)
7 (8.6%)
6 (7.3%)
Through Another Friend 2 (2.2%)
3 (3.7%)
3 (3.7%)
Online/Social Media 1 (1.1%)
1 (1.2%)
0 (0.0%)
Length of friendship (in months) M (SD)
46.95 (41.4) 42.54 (31.7) 51.46 (42.09)
N (% yes) Best Friend at Prior Timepoint
-25 (30.9%)
39 (47.6%)
Note. T1 N = 92 because one participant did not endorse having a same-sex best friend; At T3,
endorsement of best friend at prior timepoint includes best friends nominated at T1 and/or T2.
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Table 7.
Baseline Growth Model Fit Indices for Number of Same-sex Friends in Girls’ Closest
Circles
Model Fit Indices Linear Model
Non-Linear Model 1
Non-Linear Model 2
0.251 (1)
0.268 (1)
0.345 (1)
𝝌2 (d.f.)
CFI
1
1
1
TLI
1.032
1.032
1.028
RMSEA
0
0
0
SRMR
0.012
0.012
0.015
AIC
1111.372
1111.389
1111.466
BIC
1131.633
1131.650
1131.727
Note. Non-linear model 1 and 2 produced an error indicating that the residual covariance
matrix is not positive definite.
Table 8.
Baseline Growth Model Fit Indices for Negative Best Friendship Quality
Model Fit Indices Linear Model Non-Linear Model 1 Non-Linear Model 2
0.213 (1)
0.172 (1)
0.123 (1)
𝝌2 (d.f.)
CFI
1
1
1
TLI
1.053
1.053
1.056
RMSEA
0
0
0
SRMR
0.011
0.012
0.01
AIC
530.851
532.052
532.080
BIC
551.112
552.313
552.341
Note. Non-linear models 1 and 2 produced an error indicating that the residual
covariance matrix is not positive definite.
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Table 9.
Baseline Growth Model Fit Indices for Positive Best Friendship Quality
Model Fit Indices
Linear Model
Non-Linear Model 1 Non-Linear Model 2
4.214 (1)
0.029 (1)
0.158 (1)
𝝌2 (d.f.)
CFI
0.875
1
1
TLI
0.624
1.114
1.099
RMSEA
0.187
0
0
SRMR
0.068
0.006
0.013
AIC
615.62
611.435
611.564
BIC
635.794
631.609
631.739
Note. Non-linear models 1 and 2 produced an error indicating that the residual
covariance matrix is not positive definite.
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Table 10.
Results of Growth Curve Models Examining Number of Same-sex Friends in Girls’ Closest
Circles and Negative Best Friendship Quality as a Function of Exposure to Family Violence
over Time
Number of Closest Friends
Negative Best Friendship Quality
Effect
Estimate (SE)
P - value
Estimate (SE)
P - value
Intercept
5.082 (0.307)
--1.523
--Wave
-0.075 (0.131)
.565
0.046 (0.040)
.253
EFV
-0.840 (0.271)** .003
0.048 (0.080)
.552
Wave x EFV
0.249 (0.115)*
.032
-0.017 (0.035)
.628
Note. Number of Closest Friends = Number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest circles; EFV
= Exposure to family violence; * = p < .05, ** = p < .01
Table 11.
Results of Multilevel Autoregressive Model Examining
Exposure to Family Violence and Change in Positive Best
Friendship Quality over Time
Effect
Estimate (SE)
P - value
Intercept
2.839 (0.353)
--Positive Quality Change*** 0.327 (0.083)
<.001
Wave
-0.207 (0.110) .059
EFV
0.062 (0.042)
.142
Note. EFV = Exposure to family violence; Positive Quality
Change reflects the lagged effect of positive best friendship
from T1 to T2; * = p <.05, ** = p <.01, *** = p <.001

Table 12.
Results of Growth Curve Models Examining Extent of Sexual Behavior Engagement and
Number of Closest Same-sex Friends and Negative Best Friendship Quality over Time
Number of Closest Friends
Negative Best Friendship Quality
Effect
Estimate (SE)
P - value
Estimate (SE)
P - value
Intercept
5.082 (0.323)
--1.523 (0.091)
--Wave
-0.075 (0.130)
.564
0.046 (0.039)
.240
ESE
-0.015 (0.394)
.970
-0.022 (0.111)
.841
Wave x ESE
-0.359 (0.159)*
.025
0.110 (0.048)*
.022
Note. Number of Closest Friends = Number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest circles; ESE =
Early sexual engagement; * = p <.05, ** = p <.01
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Table 13.
Results of Multilevel Autoregressive Models Examining
Sexual Engagement and Change in Positive Best Friendship
Quality over Time
Effect
Estimate (SE)
P - value
Intercept
3.244 (0.541)
--Positive Quality Change*** 0.328 (0.085)
<.001
Wave
-0.208 (0.111)
.060
ESE
-0.096 (0.063)
.131
Note. ESE = Early sexual engagement; Positive Quality
Change reflects the lagged effect of positive best friendship
from T1 to T2; * = p <.05, ** = p <.01, *** = p <.001
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APPENDIX B: FIGURES

Figure 1.
Effect of Exposure to Family Violence on the Number of Same-sex Friends in Girls’ Closest
Circles over Time

Note. EFV = Exposure to Family Violence
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Figure 2.
Simple Slopes Effect of Number of Same-sex Friends in Girls’ Closest Circles over Time at Low
and High Levels of Exposure to Family Violence

Note. EFV = Exposure to Family Violence

75
Figure 3.
Effect of exposure to family violence on negative best friendship quality over time

Note. EFV = Exposure to Family Violence
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Figure 4.
Effect of early sexual engagement on the number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest circles over
time
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Figure 5.
Simple slopes effect of number of same-sex friends in girls’ closest circles over time at less and
more extensive early sexual engagement

Note. ESE = Early sexual engagement
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Figure 6.
Graph depicting the effect of early sexual engagement on negative best friendship quality over
time
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Figure 7.
Simple slopes effect of negative best friendship quality over time at less and more extensive early
sexual engagement

Note. ESE = Early sexual engagement
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APPENDIX C: MEASURES

Measure 1.

Relationship Life History Calendar – Adolescent (RLHC-A)
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Measure 2.
Circle of Support

82
Measure 3.
Close Friend Network Demographic Form
10 Important Friends Form (interviewer form)
*Have participant make friend stickers all in ONE color that is different from color used for Important Adults
*If friend if in top 3, write corresponding number in same area as their Name/Initials.
*Be sure to record BOTH names and initial or just initials
1. Name/
Initials:

3. Name/
Initials:

5. Name/
Initials:

7. Name/
Initials:

9. Name/
Initials:

AGE: _____ Years GRADE: ______

2. Name/
Initials:

AGE: _____ Years GRADE: ______

BIOLOGICAL SEX: _____Male

BIOLOGICAL SEX: _____Male

_____Female
IS THIS A FRIEND FROM
______ in school
______ neighborhood
______ organized activity (outside school)
______ through another friend
______ online/social media site/internet
TOGETHER: _____
MORE:______

_____Female
IS THIS A FRIEND FROM
______ in school
______ neighborhood
______ organized activity (outside school)
______ through another friend
______ online/social media site/internet
TOGETHER: _____
MORE:______

AGE: _____ Years GRADE: ______
BIOLOGICAL SEX: _____Male
_____Female
IS THIS A FRIEND FROM
______ in school
______ neighborhood
______ organized activity (outside school)
______ through another friend
______ online/social media site/internet
TOGETHER: _____
MORE:______
AGE: _____ Years GRADE: ______

4. Name/
Initials:

6. Name/
Initials:

AGE: _____ Years GRADE: ______
BIOLOGICAL SEX: _____Male
_____Female
IS THIS A FRIEND FROM
______ in school
______ neighborhood
______ organized activity (outside school)
______ through another friend
______ online/social media site/internet
TOGETHER: _____
MORE:______
AGE: _____ Years GRADE: ______

BIOLOGICAL SEX: _____Male

BIOLOGICAL SEX: _____Male

_____Female
IS THIS A FRIEND FROM
______ in school
______ neighborhood
______ organized activity (outside school)
______ through another friend
______ online/social media site/internet
TOGETHER: _____
MORE:______
AGE: _____ Years GRADE: ______

_____Female
IS THIS A FRIEND FROM
______ in school
______ neighborhood
______ organized activity (outside school)
______ through another friend
______ online/social media site/internet
TOGETHER: _____
MORE:______
AGE: _____ Years GRADE: ______

BIOLOGICAL SEX: _____Male
_____Female
IS THIS A FRIEND FROM
______ in school
______ neighborhood
______ organized activity (outside school)
______ through another friend
______ online/social media site/internet
TOGETHER: _____
MORE:______
AGE: _____ Years GRADE: ______

8. Name/
Initials:

10. Name/
Initials:

BIOLOGICAL SEX: _____Male
_____Female
IS THIS A FRIEND FROM
______ in school
______ neighborhood
______ organized activity (outside school)
______ through another friend
______ online/social media site/internet
TOGETHER: _____
MORE:______
AGE: _____ Years GRADE: ______

BIOLOGICAL SEX: _____Male

BIOLOGICAL SEX: _____Male

_____Female
IS THIS A FRIEND FROM
______ in school
______ neighborhood
______ organized activity (outside school)
______ through another friend
______ online/social media site/internet
TOGETHER: _____
MORE:______

_____Female
IS THIS A FRIEND FROM
______ in school
______ neighborhood
______ organized activity (outside school)
______ through another friend
______ online/social media site/internet
TOGETHER: _____
MORE:______
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Measure 4.
The Network of Relationships Inventory

The
Most
5
5
5

Little
or
None
1
1
Some
what
2
2

4. How often do you turn to this person for support with personal problems?
Little
Extre
Little
or
Some Very mely
The
or
None what Much Much Most None
Primary Caregiver
1
2
3
4
5
1

3. How often do you and this person disagree and quarrel with each other?
Little
Extre
Little
or
Some Very mely
The
or
None what Much Much Most None
Primary Caregiver
1
2
3
4
5
1
Mother Figure
1
2
3
4
5
1
Same-Sex Friend
1
2
3
4
5

Some
what
2

Some
what
2
2

2. How often do you tell this person things that you don’t want others to know?
Little
Extre
Little
or
Some Very mely
The
or
Some
None what Much Much Most None what
Primary Caregiver
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
Mother Figure
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
Same-Sex Friend
1
2
3
4
5

1. How often do you spend fun time with this person?
Little
Extre
or
Some Very mely
None what Much Much
Primary Caregiver
1
2
3
4
Mother Figure
1
2
3
4
Same-Sex Friend
1
2
3
4

Very
Much
3

Very
Much
3
3

Very
Much
3
3

Very
Much
3
3

Extre
mely
Much
4

Extre
mely
Much
4
4

Extre
mely
Much
4
4

Extre
mely
Much
4
4

The
Most
5

The
Most
5
5

The
Most
5
5

The
Most
5
5

Other-Sex Friend

Other-Sex Friend
Boy/Girl friend

Other-Sex Friend
Boy/Girl friend

Other-Sex Friend
Boy/Girl friend

Now we would like you to answer the following questions about the people you have selected. Sometimes the answers for different
people may be the same but sometimes they may be different.
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1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

Some
what
2
2

Some
what
2
2

Some
what
2
2

8. How often do you and this person get mad at or get in fights with each other?

7. How often do you tell this person everything that you are going through?
Little
Extre
Little
or
Some Very
mely
The
or
None
what Much Much Most None
Primary Caregiver
1
2
3
4
5
1
Mother Figure
1
2
3
4
5
1
Same-Sex Friend
1
2
3
4
5

6. How often do you and this person go places and do things together?
Little
Extre
Little
or
Some Very
mely
The
or
None
what Much Much Most None
Primary Caregiver
1
2
3
4
5
1
Mother Figure
1
2
3
4
5
1
Same-Sex Friend
1
2
3
4
5

5. How often does this person point out your faults or put you down?
Little
Extre
Little
or
Some Very
mely
The
or
None
what Much Much Most None
Primary Caregiver
1
2
3
4
5
1
Mother Figure
1
2
3
4
5
1
Same-Sex Friend
1
2
3
4
5

Mother Figure
Same-Sex Friend

Very
Much
3
3

Very
Much
3
3

Very
Much
3
3

3

Extre
mely
Much
4
4

Extre
mely
Much
4
4

Extre
mely
Much
4
4

4

The
Most
5
5

The
Most
5
5

The
Most
5
5

5

Other-Sex Friend
Boy/Girl friend

Other-Sex Friend
Boy/Girl friend

Other-Sex Friend
Boy/Girl friend

Boy/Girl friend
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Some
what
2
2
2

Very
Much
3
3
3

Extre
mely
Much
4
4
4
The
Most
5
5
5

Little
or
None
1
1

Extre
mely
Much
4
4
4
The
Most
5
5
5

11. How often do you play around and have fun with this person?
Little
Extre
or
Some Very
mely
The
None
what Much Much Most
Primary Caregiver
1
2
3
4
5

10. How often does this person criticize you?
Little
or
Some Very
None
what Much
Primary Caregiver
1
2
3
Mother Figure
1
2
3
Same-Sex Friend
1
2
3

Little
or
None
1

Little
or
None
1
1

9. How often do you depend on this person for help, advice, or sympathy?
Little
Extre
Little
or
Some Very
mely
The
or
None
what Much Much Most None
Primary Caregiver
1
2
3
4
5
1
Mother Figure
1
2
3
4
5
1
Same-Sex Friend
1
2
3
4
5

Primary Caregiver
Mother Figure
Same-Sex Friend

Little
or
None
1
1
1

Some
what
2

Some
what
2
2

Some
what
2
2

Some
what
2
2

Very
Much
3

Very
Much
3
3

Very
Much
3
3

Very
Much
3
3

Extre
mely
Much
4

Extre
mely
Much
4
4

Extre
mely
Much
4
4

Extre
mely
Much
4
4

The
Most
5

The
Most
5
5

The
Most
5
5

The
Most
5
5

Other-Sex Friend

Other-Sex Friend
Boy/Girl friend

Other-Sex Friend
Boy/Girl friend

Other-Sex Friend
Boy/Girl friend
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1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

Little
or
None
1
1
Some
what
2
2

Some
what
2
2

2

Very
Much
3
3

Very
Much
3
3

3

Extre
mely
Much
4
4

Extre
mely
Much
4
4

4

15. How often does this person say mean or harsh things to you?

14. When you are feeling down or upset, how often do you depend on this person to cheer things up?
Little
Extre
Little
Extre
or
Some Very
mely
The
or
Some Very
mely
None
what Much Much Most None
what Much Much
Primary Caregiver
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
Mother Figure
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4
Same-Sex Friend
1
2
3
4
5

13. How often do you and this person argue with each other?
Little
Extre
or
Some Very
mely
The
None
what Much Much Most
Primary Caregiver
1
2
3
4
5
Mother Figure
1
2
3
4
5
Same-Sex Friend
1
2
3
4
5

12. How often do you share secrets and private feelings with this person?
Little
Extre
Little
or
Some Very
mely
The
or
None
what Much Much Most None
Primary Caregiver
1
2
3
4
5
1
Mother Figure
1
2
3
4
5
1
Same-Sex Friend
1
2
3
4
5

Mother Figure
Same-Sex Friend

The
Most
5
5

The
Most
5
5

The
Most
5
5

5

Other-Sex Friend
Boy/Girl friend

Other-Sex Friend
Boy/Girl friend

Other-Sex Friend
Boy/Girl friend

Boy/Girl friend
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Some
what
2
2
2

Very
Much
3
3
3

Extre
mely
Much
4
4
4
The
Most
5
5
5

Little
or
None
1
1
Some
what
2
2

Very
Much
3
3

16. In general, how satisfied or happy are you with your relationship with this person?
Little
Extre
Little
or
Some Very
mely
The
or
Some Very
None
what Much Much Most None
what Much
Primary Caregiver
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
Mother Figure
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
Same-Sex Friend
1
2
3
4
5

Primary Caregiver
Mother Figure
Same-Sex Friend

Little
or
None
1
1
1

Extre
mely
Much
4
4

Extre
mely
Much
4
4

The
Most
5
5

The
Most
5
5

Other-Sex Friend
Boy/Girl friend

Other-Sex Friend
Boy/Girl friend
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Measure 5.
UCLA/ACEs Event List
UCLA/ACES
Below is a list of VERY SCARY, DANGEROUS, OR VIOLENT things that sometimes happen
to children. These are times where someone was HURT VERY BADLY OR KILLED, or could
have been. Some children have had these experiences, some children have not had these
experiences.
FOR EACH QUESTION: Check "Yes" if this scary thing HAPPENED TO YOU SINCE WE
SAW YOU LAST Check "No" if it DID NOT HAPPEN TO YOU
1) Being in a big earthquake that badly damaged the building were in.
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐-‐
2) Being in another kind of disaster, like a fire, tornado, flood or hurricane.
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐-‐
3) Being in a bad accident, like a very serious car accident.
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐-‐
4) Being in place where a war was going on around you
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐-‐
5) Being hit, punched, or kicked very hard at home.
(DO NOT INCLUDE ordinary fights between brothers & sisters).
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐-‐
6) Seeing a family member being hit, punched or kicked very hard at home.
(DO NOT INCLUDE ordinary fights between brothers & sisters).
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐-‐
7) Being beaten up, shot at or threatened to be hurt badly in your town.
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐-‐
8) Seeing someone in your town being beaten up, shot at or killed.
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐-‐
9) Seeing a dead body in your town (do not include funerals).
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐-‐
10) Having an adult or someone much older touch your
private sexual body parts when you did not want them to.
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐-‐
11) Hearing about the violent death or serious injury of a loved one.
Yes [ ] No [ ]
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--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐-‐
12) Having painful and scary medical treatment in a hospital when your
were very sick or badly injured.
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐-‐
13) Having a parent or other adult in the household often or very often swear at
you, insult you, put you down, or humiliate you OR acting in a way that made
you afraid that you might be physically hurt?
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐14) Often or very often feeling that no one in your family loved you or thought
you were important or special? Or feeling like your family didn’t look out for each
other, feel close to each other, or support each other
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐
15) Losing a biological parent ever through divorce, abandonment, or other
reason?
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐
17) Living with someone who was a problem drinker or alcoholic, or who
used street drugs?
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐
18) Living with someone who was depressed or mentally ill or who attempted
suicide?
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐
19) Living with someone who went to prison?
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐
20) Hearing guns being shots?
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐
21) Seeing someone arrested?
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐
22) Seeing drug deals?
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐
23) Living with grown ups who yell at each other?
Yes [ ] No [ ]
--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐--‐
24) OTHER than the situations described above, has ANYTHING ELSE ever happened
to your child that was REALLY SCARY, DANGEROUS, OR VIOLENT? Yes [ ] No [ ]
If yes, please write what happened:

91
Measure 6.
5 Exposure to Family Violence Events from UCLA and ACES

Child maltreatment:
1. Being hit, punched, or kicked very hard at home (DO NOT INCLUDE ordinary fights
between brothers & sisters).
2. Having an adult or someone much older touch your private sexual body parts when you
did not want them to.
3. Having a parent or other adult in the household often or very often swear at you, insult
you, put you down, or humiliate you or acting in a way that made you afraid that you
might be physically hurt?
4. Often or very often feeling that no one in your family loved you or thought you were
important or special? Or feeling like your family didn’t look out for each other, feel close
to each other, or support each other?
Family Violence:
5. Seeing a family member being hit, punched or kicked very hard at home (DO NOT
INCLUDE ordinary fights between brothers & sisters)? OR living with grown ups who yell
at each other?

92
Measure 7.
Partner Demographics and Relationship History Form
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ABSTRACT
EXPOSURE TO FAMILY VIOLENCE AND EARLY SEXUAL ENGAGEMENT:
POTENTIAL DISRUPTORS TO INTIMACY DEVELOPMENT IN GIRLS’ EARLY TO
MIDDLE ADOLESCENT CLOSE FRIENDSHIPS
by
JAMI CHAKARA PITTMAN
August 2022
Advisor: Dr. Valerie A. Simon
Major: Psychology (Clinical)
Degree: Doctor of Philosophy
Informed by theories of interpersonal development, this study evaluates whether two
known threats to psychosocial health – exposure to family violence (EFV) and early sexual
engagement (ESE) – are associated with adolescent girls’ intimacy development with close samesex friends. A sample of metropolitan-area, mostly Black and African American (77%) girls (N =
93; Mage = 12.5) provided three waves of longitudinal data over 18 months (T1 – T3), spanning
early to middle adolescence. Multilevel models were used to examine changes in girls’ close
friendships, including the number of closest same-sex friends and quality of best same-sex
friendship. Cumulative EFV and ESE by T1 showed different patterns of association with growth
in these two areas of intimacy development. Girls with low EFV had more closest same-sex friends
at T1 than girls with high EFV and showed a reduction in the number of closest friends from T1T3. The comparatively low number of closest same-sex friends reported at T1 by girls with high
EFV remained relatively unchanged over time. EFV was unrelated to best friendship quality. ESE
by T1 predicted changes in both the number of closest same-sex friends and quality of best
friendships over time. For girls with less extensive ESE at T1, the number of closest same-sex
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friends and the quality of girls’ best friend relationship remained relatively unchanged over time.
Girls with more extensive ESE at T1 showed a decrease in the number of closest same-sex friends
and an increase in negative friendship quality from T1-T3. ESE was unrelated to change in positive
friendship quality. Same-sex friendships are often examined as a predictor of interpersonal and
psychosocial outcomes for youth or as a mid-late adolescent outcome to explore. The current
findings highlight the potential for childhood exposure to family violence and precocious sexual
engagement to disrupt same-sex intimacy development during a critical developmental period.
Eliminating interpersonal violence, systemic violence, and related precocious sexual engagement
is important for promoting girls’ positive intimacy development. Use of a systems approach is
needed to continue to examine transacting patterns of intimacy development among girls’ familial,
close friend, and romantic and sexual relationships.
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